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~ PROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE, 


(FOUNDED 1806), 
50, REGENT STREET, W., & 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON, 


INVESTED FUNDS - £3.405.651 ; BONUSES DECLARED £3-784,000 
ANNUAL INCOME - £359 002 | CLAIMS PAID - £10,746,484 
EXCEPTIONALLY STRONG RESERVES. 

MINIMUM PREMIUM ASSURANCE. WORLD WIDE POLICIES. 





£312 582 divided in 1898 «£299,601 carried forward to 
NEXT DIVISION OF PROFITS, 10903. 


IMPORTANT TO INTENDING ASSURERS. 
Besides pmple reserves for all lis bilities on the Institute of Actuaries’ 3 per cent basis. 
a Special Bonus Reserve of about £3(0,0C0 was carried forward at the last Division of 
Profits in 1898, the interest on which will fall into the profits at the 1903 distribution, 


LOAN@ MADE on eligible LIFE INTERESTS and REVERSIONS. 
All kinds of LIFE ASSURANCP. LEASRHOLD REDEMPTION, and ANNUITY 
POLICIES issued. 


H. W. ANDRAS, Actuary and Secretary. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED, 
FULLY SURSCRIBED CAPITAL £2,000,000 
PAID-UP AND ON CALL - £200,000 
RESERVE FUND - £180,000 
FimpELtiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 


HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street. E.C, 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 

X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 

LICENSED PROPERTY 
To eee that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtaimed on application to 

THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 


GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Mortgages Guaranteed on Licenssd Properties promptly, without 
spectal valuation and at low rates. ” 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 




















ESTABLISHED 1836. 





£ 3,900,000 

£467,000 
Z£ 1,663,159 
£ 13,900,000 


FUNDS 

INCOME 
YEARLY BUSINESS ( 
BUSINESS IN FORCE 


1901) 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wiruovr Prorits. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate, 


Age | Premium 
40 a: £2 10 °/, 


Age Premium 
30 £1 16 %, 


| Age | Premium 
| 20 | 178°, 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
| Duration | 10 yre. ] 20 yrs. | 30 yrs, | 40 yre. | 
‘Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 | $1,724 | £2,067 | 
Full information on application to 
THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON, 





VOL. XLVII., No. 5. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter, 
LONDON, NOVEMBER 29, 1902. 


*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JOURNAL, 

All letters intended for publication in the SoLIcIToRS’ JOURNAL must 
be authenticated by the name of the writer, 


Contents. 


| Resvunt or AVrEALs...... cree 

Law Socrerizs 

Law Srupents’ Jougnat ... 

OBITUARY... cccceres.--cercseeess+ sevens eee 

Lacat News 

GB. | Couns BAPGRs  ....cc-ccseercescescoveescessoree 

87 | Wrpine Ur Norioms wis cccecsccccee evens 
88 | Creprrors’ NOTICES ...0....006 0-09 

£8 | Bawemurroy NOrICES.sc...scecersce-seeee 


Currest Torics 

Tux Bicur ovr A Morrcacer to 
UMTS <cvcccccvnsnianesesescpeescensintitbieds 

Tue Purasr, ‘As 1F sue HAD DIED 
INTESTATE AND WITHOUT HAVING 
BEEN MARRIED” 

REVIEWS ......00 

COBRESPONDENCE ......cerscecssesesssssccerees 

POINTS TO GE NOTED so: -.0.0eeeee00 cos sees 











PERSRRLLS 





Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’? Journal. In the Weekly Reporter 
Bailey v. Thurston & Co. (Lim ) (No.2) 91 | Cackett v. Keswick .....0... ss 
Beddiegton v. Baumann 90 | Corporation of Truro v. Rowe ...... ..... 
Booth y. New Afrikander Go'd Miniog Hir+sm Maxim Lamp Co., Ia re 

GD, on----.+ . sce tarnebaawens: OTF” IR BB ness cocancoreercieeons-stooenses 


aaseZe 


Bourne v. Swan & Edgar 
Hall, Re. Foster v. Metcalfe ............ 
Hamlyn v. Houston & Co. ..........00..-008 
Inman, Re. Inman v, Inman ........... 92 
Sarah Jane Jackson (Deceased); In the 

Goods of 93 
ba gu & Green v. Ransom, Julius & 


seeeereneee 


Parish Council of Rutherglen v. Parish 
Council of Glasgow ...... 


ans . pai — 
Court and Amother ............ c+... %5 

Verrell’s Contract ani the Vendor and 
Parchaser Act, 1874, Ia re wccsieceeeeee 73 








Current Topics. 


Amoncst THE interesting printed forms at the Land Registry, 
says a correspondent, ‘‘is a circular letter (now being sent to 
applicants to register) of which the following is a copy : 

* Referring to your a tion to register the above-mentioned pro 

I have to en al seh there will unavoidably be a few bev air te 
the case, as the surveyor has to be sent to the ground.’ 
In many instances, to our knowledge, this delay is oecasion- 
ing the greatest possible inconvenience. But consider, in another 
aspect, what would be the vexation of a land registry in the 
great majority of country districts. Frequently the property 
dealt with does not exceed £10 in value, and would be situate 
many miles away from the office of the registry. Lest us 
realize what in such a case is the meaning of sending a 
surveyor to the ground. The expense and delay would in some 
cases be prohibitive.” 


Tue rEcEnT case of Rex v. Penruddocke has attracted much 
attention to the Prevention of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894, 
under which the charges were laid. Under the provisions of 
section 1 of that Act, any person is guilty of a misdemeanour 
who ‘wilfully assaults, ill-treats, neglects, abandons, or 
exposes” a child “in a manner likely to cause such child un- 
necessary suffering, or injury to its health.” There were three 
counts in the indictment in the recent case: the first charged the 
defendant with ¢l-‘reating her child in a manner likely to cause 
her unnecessary suffering and injury to health; the second 
charged her with neglecting the child in a like manner; and the 
third count was for a common assault. Now, section 24 of the 
Act provides that nothing in the Act shall be construed to take 
away or affect the right of any parent to administer punishment 
toa child’ Punishment involves suffering, and an assault by a 
parent which causes suffering cannot amount to an offence under 
the Act unless such suffering is unnec or likely to 
injure the child’s health, It may be presu that where a 
child is chastised to a reasonable extent, a court of justice will 
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not inquire whether or not the punishment was deserved. 
That is a matter of which a parent has a right to be sole judge. 
Panishment, however, must be reasonable, and a court will 
idquire into the reasonableness, It is, of course, a question of 
fact in each case (sometimes very hard to answer) what is reason- 
able. But as soon as a parent passes the limit of what is 
reasonable, an offence is committed. Now, an unreasonable 
punishment may, and almost necessarily does, cause unnecessary 
suffering; but it may go much further and cause injury to 
health. In the case under notice the jury acquitted the 
defendant on the second count of neglect, and convicted her on 
the other two counts. It was quite obvious, however, that, 
though they found her guilty of assaulting the child and causing 
her unnecessary suffering, they did not think she had caused 
injury to the child’s health. It is also clear from the judge’s 
words that he was strongly of the same opinion. Bad as the 
case was, therefore, it fell far short of the full offence alleged in the 
indictment, and the verdict was really equivalent to one of 
common assault, the offence charged in the third count. 
Therefore, according to the ordinary principles of awarding 
punishment, a sentence much short of the maximum allowed by 
the statute would be passed as a matter of course. 





We ane by no m2ans among those who criticize with 
unbridled severity the sentence of Mr. Justice Bicuam in this 
case. All the same, we think he was mistaken and erred some- 
what on the side of leniency. It would probably have been 
better if the convicted woman had been sent to prison for a short 
term atleast. Noone, however, who knows what a strong, fear- 
lees, and impartial judge Mr. Justice Bicuas is, can fail to feel 
pained by many of the words which have been used with regard 
to his sentence. Fora judge to err on the side of mercy is an 
error on the right side, and no one who knows anything of this 
judge will believe fora moment that he took the defendant’s 
social position unduly into account, and that he was actuated by 
any unworthy motives. In the vast majority of cases the 
woman who is convicted of cruelty to her child comes from the 
lowest class of ‘society. To such a woman a conviction is 
no punishment at all, a fine she cannot pay, and imprisonment 
is the only possible punishment to award. But to a woman in 
the position of Mrs. Peyrvppockxe the conviction alone is a 
terrible punishment involving social ruin for life. Besides 
thie, she is clearly in a very bad state of health; and no one 
who is accustomed to attend the criminal courts can have failed 
to notice how frequently judges take this into account in passing 
sentence, especially upon women. Who can say the judge was 
wrong in taking this fact into account? Cruelty to a child 
naturally raises the indignation of all right-feeling men and 
women, but indignation should not be allowed to obscure our 
mental vision or to lead us to ascribe unworthy motives toa 
judge who erred (if at all) on the side of mercy, even though, 
as we honestly believe, he made a mistake. 


Taz vecision of the Court of Appeal in Booth v. New Afri- 
kander Gold Mining Co. (reported elsewhere) calls attention again 
to the stringency of the provisions of the Companies Act, 1900, 
with respect to the payment of commissions for underwriting. 
The policy of allowing payment of such commissions has been 
much debated, and the Act of 1900, while sanctioning them 
provided the requirements of the Act are complied with, has 
strictly prohibited them in all other cases. The requirements 
specified in sub-section | of section 8 are, that there shall be an 
offer of shares 1 the public, and that the fact of payment and 
the amount to be paid shall be respectively authorized by the 
articles of association and disclosed in the prospectus, “Then 
sub-section 2 <leclares negatively that, save in accordance with 
these conditions, the company shall not apply any of ite shares, 
either directly or indirectly, in the payment of underwriting 
cmmmissions. In the recent case before the Court of Appeal 
‘ y A. had been formed in 1496 with a capital of £250,000 
is £1 shares, of which 205,014 had been issued. It was pro- 
posed to transfer the undertsking to « new company—company 
C—and the transler was to be effected through the agency of 
company Lb. The arrangement seems to have been, in effect, 
that the undertaking was tw be transferred to company B, in 





consideration of 205,014 shares of £1 in company C. with 12s, 
paid up, and that company B. was to transfer the undertaking 
to company OC. in consideration of these shares and also of a 
cash payment of £12,300. Company B. urged that the cash: 
payment was in the nature of profit on resale, and that it had 
nothing to do with section 8 of the Act of 1900. The plaintiff, 
on the other hand, contended that it was in the nature of « com- 
mission on underwriting, and this view has been taken both by 
Swixren Eapy, J., and the Court of Appeal. Company B. made 
itself responsible for the issue of the 205,014 shares in the new 
company, and the payment of the £12,300 was really on accouat 
of this responsibility. There having been no offer of the shares 
to the public, it was impossible to legalize an underwriting com- 
mission, and hence the payment of the £12,300 was under the 
existing circumstances prohibited. 


AN INTERESTING decision as to the right of a bankrupt to sue 
in his own name in respect of a breach after the bankruptcy of 
a contract made before the bankruptcy has been given by the, 
Court of Appeal in Bailey v. Thurston 5 Co. (Limited) (reported 
elsewhere). It is, of course, the general rule that all the property 
of a bankrupt vests in his trustee, and under prorerty is included 
“things in action” (section 168 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883), 
and, consequently, -rights of action. Hence rights of 
action which have accrued before the bankruptcy pass to 
the trustee, though even here the rule is not universal, and if 
the action is in substance one to recover damages for personal 
injury to the bankrupt, he can proceed with it after the 
bankruptcy in his own name: see Rose v. Buckets (50 W. R, 
8; 1901, 2 K. B. 449). Where, on the other hand, a bankrupt 
was before his bankruptcy entitled to the benefit of a contract 
of which there had then been no breach, his rights under 
the contract in general pass to the trustee, and should it be 
necessary to sue upon the contract, the trustee will do this in his 
own name. Should, however, the contract be one of personal 
service, the trustee, if he sued, would find himself in the 
difficulty that he would not be able to aver his willingness to 
perform the contract onhisside. ‘I agree,” said CresswEt1, J,, 
in Beckham v. Drake (2 H.L. C., p. 615), in a passage cited by the 
Master of the Rolls in his judgment ia the present case, ‘‘ thats 
contract for the future work and labour of the bankrupt cannot be 
made by the assignees ; they cannot hire him out (as was said by 
Lord Mansrretp), and, as a consequence, the assignees cannot 
after bankruptcy adopt and enforce a contract made before 
bankruptcy, for the application of the personal skill or labour of 
the bankrupt.” In Beckham v. Drake the breach had taken 
place before the bankruptcy, and in respect of this antecedent 
breach the assigaces were held to be entitled to sue; but, 
upon the reasoning employed in that case, the Court of 
Appeal have now decided in Bailey v. Thurston & Co. that 
where a breach of a contract of personal service—in this cas 
wrongful dismissal—takes place after bankruptcy, it is the 
bankrupt who is entitled to sue. The trustee has, indeed, the 
right to intervene and claim the damages awarded to the 
bankrupt so far as not required for the maintenance of himself 
and his family, and in regard to this right he may be joined as 
a plaintiff in the action, as was done in Emden v. Carte (1 
Ch. D. 768). But the real cause of action belongs to the 
bankrupt. 


A verrer hes been circulated in the Stock Exchange signed 
by a number of firms of dealers recommending a change in the 
rules of the ‘‘ House” in order t> compel brokers to state om 
their contracts when they deal between two principals and 
receive two brokerages. This letter has been the subject of 
much discussion in the newspapers. It has been suggested that 
the real object of the circular is to compel brokers to deal only 
with dealers, and that any such restriction would impede the 
transaction of business. We are not sure that we are fully 
acquainted with the reasons which have led to the issue of this 
circular. There are cases, we believe, where a broker may baw 
been employed by one client to soll stock or shares, and may 
have been immediately afterwards instructed by another client™ 
purchase an equal amount of the same stock or shares. 
broker in such @ case may, without entering the Stock Excha 
draw up a note by which he mekes ono client purchase from 
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other, and he may receive commission from both vendor and pur- 
chaser. Or a case may arise in which the broker takes one step 
farther. Having been employed by one client to sell a quantity of 
stock or shares, he is consulted by another client as to a suitable 
investment for money which the second client wishes to invest, 
and thereupon recommends the stock or shares which he is 
already commissioned to sell, and if his advice is taken, receives 
two commissions in respect of the purchase and sale. We have 
no means of knowing whether transactions of a similar descrip- 
tion prevail to any considerable extent, but it is said that in a 
certain proportion of the business transacted by stockbrokers the 
jobbers do not deal in the securities which the broker has been 
instructed to purchase, and he is therefore obliged to purchase 
them elsewhere than upon the Stock Exchange. As a result, 
the “broker-jobber,” the broker who is both a dealer and 
a jobber, has become a familiar institution. The only 
interest which lawyers can feel in this discussion is ia 
ascertaining how far the rule of law respecting all agencies 
which forbids the broker to be himself the seller of that which 
he is instructed to buy, er to act as the agent of both parties 
in making the contract, has been disregarded. It may be 
urged that where each party knows that the agent is acting for 
the other party, and with this knowledge employs him, it is not 
unreasonable that the agent should recover commission from 
both parties. The principal has, in fact, waived the protec- 
tion which the law has provided for his benefit. But it must 
be remembered that in a majority of cases orders are given to 
stockbrokers in their character of brokers; they expressly call 
themselves brokers when acting in pursuance of orders; and 
they charge commission as brokers. The natural inference is 
that they are intended to act as negotiators and middlemen, 
and not as principals. Any practice which has a tendency to 
set the interest of the broker in conflict with his duty ought to 
be narrowly watched. 





Ir 1s oFTEN difficult to apply to a particular set of facts the 
rule that a highway authority is not liable for mere nonfeasance 
as opposed to misfeasance, and this difficulty has seldom been 
more acutely felt than in the recent case of Bull v. The Mayor, 
§¢., of Shoreditch. At the trial before Dantine, J., that learned 
judge withdrew the case from the jury on the ground 
that the evidence on the part of the plaintiff shewed non- 


feasance only, and gave judgment forthe defendants. The. 


Court of Appeal ordered a new trial. The case then came 
before Parttrorg, J., and a jury, when the judgment was 
again given for the defendants, but on the findings of the jury. 
Tie action was brought in respect of injuries sustainel by the 
plaintiff by the overturning of a hansom cab in which he was 
driving. The cab was proceeding along a road in which a 
sewer had lately been laid by the defendants. The defendants 
had filled in the trench caused by their excavations, and had 
left the road in a condition which, according to the jury, was 
proper at the time, but was afterwards rendered dangerous to 
traffic by heavy rain. The driver of the cab finding this part 
of the road (the near side) in this condition, crossed over to the 
off side, where the cab ran into a large heap of rubbish and 
was upset. The jury found that this heap was not placed in 
the road by the defendants or with their permission, and Paru- 
MORE, J., treated this finding as conclusive on the question of 
misfeasance or nonfeasance. But the Oourt of Appeal inter. 
preted the findings differently, and in particular Coutts, M.R., 
pointed out that the original taking up of the road for the 
urpose of laying the sewer was an act which rendered the 
efendants responsible as misfeasors until the road had been rein- 
stated, not temporarily merely, and in such a wayas to be disturbed 
by weather, but permanently, They were thus misfeasors at the 
time of the accident ; and the action of the driver in crossing to 
the other side and so falling foul of the heap was rendered 
reasonably necessary by the defendants’ misfeasance. There 
was, therefore, in the language of the Master of the Rolls, ‘‘a 
chain of causality connecting the breach of duty with the ultimate 
mischief.” Judgment was therefore given for the plaintiff. 
Romer, L.J., had some difficulty in concurring in the view taken 
by, the other judges of the Court of Appeal, but he did not 
iffer, 





CoNVICTED PERSONS are so often excused immediate punish- 
ment on entering into a recognizance to come up for judgment 
if called upon, and we so seldom hear of them being so called 
upon, that we are apt to think the binding over a mere empty 
form. It is just as well that sometimes thera should be a 
reminder that it is not an empty form, and that the person 
bound over is on his good behaviour and liable to 
punishment for his offence if he transgresses again. 
Such a reminder has been given at the Old Bailey 
this week in the case of a young man named 
Coomses. This person embarked in an ingenious course of 
fraud by getting bogus introductions to respectable stock- 
brokers, aud by employing these gentlemen to buy and sell 
shares on his behalf. If an operation turaed out profitable, he 
took his winnings, but if it turned out the opposite, he refused 
to pay losses. In Octobsr of last year he was indicted and 
convicted of obtaining credit by fraud under section 13 of 
the Debtcrs Act, 1869. This is an offence which is 
seldom prosecuted, although without doubt charges of 
this sort might be much more frequently brought home 
to persons guilty of fraud. The judge took a lenient view 
of the. man’s offence, and apparently being of opinion 
that he did not know he was bringing himself within 
the criminal law by his acts, he merely bound him over to come 
up for judgment if called upon, the defendant giving his 
promise not to offend in this way again. In spite of this 
promise, however, within a few days he began a similar course 
of fraud in another name, and, being found out by a lucky 
accident, he was summoned to appear before the court and 
receive sentences. He was accordingly sent t> prison for a well- 
merited punishmeat of six months. It is just as well that 
offenders who are dealt with in this lenient way should realize 
that they are on probation, and that if they do not behave well 
they will meet with the punishment they deserve. 





Tue Hovss of Lords in Beddington v. Baumann (reported else- 
where) have affirmed without hesitation the decision of the Court 
of Appeal, who in turn affirmed Brave, J. (Rs Moses, Beddington 
v. Beddington (1902, 1 Ch. 100) ). The question at issue raised 
an interesting point as to the effect of a testamentary appoint- 
ment where the property upon which the app»intment was to 
take effect has partially changed its nature before the death of 
the appointor. Under a ssttlemeat the tenant for life of real 
estate had power to appoint the estate by will among his 
children after his death. He made a will by which he 
appointed the estate between two sons, and subsequently he 
granted leases of part of the appointed property under the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, at premiums. The premiums were paid 
to the trustees of the settlement and innented as capital money. 
Upon the death of the tenant for life the appointess contended 
that the investments representing the premiums were to be 
treated as part of the appointed property, and colour was lent to 
this contention by section 22 (5) of the Act of 1882, under which 
investments of capital money arising uader the Act are to be 
considered for all purposes of devolution as land, and ara to be 
held for the same persons for whom the land would be held. 
But the argument does not allow for the fact that the will 
making the appointment speaks only from the appointor's death, 
and applies only to the sp sep which then answers to the 
subject of appointment. ln the present case the investments of 
premiums were land for the purposes of the settlement, but 
they were not included in the land which was the subject of 
appointment, and hence did not pass under the appointment. 
Consequently they went to the porsons entitled in default of 
appointment. 








The Commons’ amendments to the Supreme Court of Jadicsture Bil 
were agreed to by the House of Lords on tue 20ch iast. 

Tt is stated that an Act will be applied for in the ensulog Session of 
Parliament to authorize the Commissioners of Works and Pabdlic Buildings 
to acquire, by compulsory purchase or otherwise, certain lands, houses, and 
property for the purpose of extending the existing buildings of the Pateat 
Uffice, The to be acquired is described as “* bounded upon the 
north by No. 6, Furnival-atreet, and a portion of Staple-ina, upon the 
south by No. 13, Furnival-street and Nos. 1 and 2, Took's-court, apor the 
east by Furaival-street aforesaid, and upon the west by the existing 
build'nge of the Patent Office and the garden of Staple-ian.”’ 
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The Right ofa Mortgagee to Fixtures. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal this week in Reynolds v. 
William Ashby & Son (Limited) (Times, 24th inst.) settles a point 
which other recent cases upon the right of a mortgagee to 
trade fixtures seemed to leave open. Ordinarily it is clear that 
a conveyance of land to a mortgagee vests in the mortgagee the 
right to all fixtures which, either at the time of the mortgage 
or subsequently, are affixed to the land, notwithstanding that 
they are trade fixtures and so would be removeable by a tenant 
as against his landlord. The reasons, said Woop, V.C., ia 
Mather v. Fraser (2 K. & J. 536), which have induced a 
relaxation of the law in the case of landlord and tenant do not 
apply where the parties who have affixed the machinery 
are themselves the owners of the soil; and in Climie v. Wood 
(L. R. 3 Ex. 257), where a mortgagee claimed, as against a 
person deriving title under the mortgagor, an engine screwed 
down to planks laid upon the ground, Ketty, C.B., said: “ Itis 
a case between mortgagor and mortgagee, and no authority has 
been cited to shew that a mortgagor is entitled to remove such 
trade fixtures.” 

There is, perhaps, no objection, in point of fairness. to apply- 
ing this doctrine as between the mortgagor and mortgagee, and 
persons claiming under the mortgagor can, of course, be in no 
better position than he would be in. But it isby no means so 
clear that the mortgagee’s right should enable him to prevail 
over the claims ofa person having title paramount to that of the 
mortgagor, so as to allow him to take articles which were never, 
as against the real owner, the property of the mortgagor, and 
Nokrtu, J., declined to give the mortgagee this advantage ia 
Cumberland Union Banking Co. v. Maryport, §c, Steel Co. (40 
W. RB. 280; 1892, 1 Ch. 415). Subsequently to the mortgage, 
machinery was placed upon the mortgaged premises under an 
agreement by which it was not to become the property of the 
mortgagor until paid for. Noztu, J., held that, though the 
mortgage expressly carried all machinery on the premises, 
whether put up before or after the mortgage, as between mort- 
gagors and mortgagees, yet the mortgagors could not give a 
better title to the machinery than they had themselves, and 
hence the machinery did not pass to the mortgagees. 

But this application of what may be called an equitable view 
to the strictly legal rights of a mortgagee has not been followed, 
and in Gough v. Wood § Co. (42 W. R. 469; 1894, 1 Q. B. 713) 
it was considered that the decision of Norrn, J., in the previous 
case could only be justified on the ground that the mortgagee, 
by leaving the mortgagor in possession, had impliedly 
authorized him to hire and bring and fix on the land fixtures 

for his business, and to agree with their owner that 

he should be at liberty to remove them at the end of the time 
for which they were hired. And upon this ground, accord- 
ingly, the owner of fixtures put up after the mortgage under 
a hire agreement with the mortgagor was held in (ough 
v. Wood & Co. to have properly removed them while the mort- 
gagor was in possession. “ Unless this be so,” said Linpuey, 
L.J., “ persons dealing bond fide with mortgagors in possession 
will be exposed to very unreasonable risks, and honest business 
with them wil! be seriously impeded.” But the learned judge 
declined to say that these considerations would prevent the 
normal application of the law in other circumstances. ‘‘ Whether 
Woon & Co. could have removed the apparatus if it had been 
put up before the mortgage to the plaintiff, or if he had taken 
ion before removal, are questions which it is unnecessary 

to decide, and on which I express no opinion. In such a case 
as the present the mortgagee’s security is neither better nor 
worse than when he took it, and no injury is inflicted on him.” 

The case of the machinery being affixed before the mortgage 
arose in Hobson v. Gorringe (45 W. R. 356; 1897, 1 Ch. 182), 
and it was decided in favour of the mortgages. Moreover, the 
mortgagee had taken possession while the machinery was still 
upon the land. A gas engine had been let by Hovson to a 
builder for the purpose of being fixed upon laad of which the 
builder was owner in fee. The agreement was for hire and 
purchase, and until payment of all the instalments of hire- 
money the engine was to remain the property of Honson, who 
was to be at liberty to remove it on default. After the engine 








had been fixed, the builder executed a mortgage to GorRivag 
which purported to comprise the fixed machinery and fixtures 
upon the mortgaged premises. The mortgagor became bank. 
rupt, and the mortgagee entered, the engine being still on 
the premises. It was held that he was entitled to keap 
it as against Hosson. In order to distinguish the case 
feom Gough v. Wood § Co, it was sufficient to notice 
that the engine was on the land at the date of the mort. 
gage, and hence there could be no implication of authority 
to the mortgagor to bring it on t» the land under a hiring 
agreement. As Linprey, LJ., said ia Gough v. Wood § Co, 
the old law expressed in the maxim Quicquid plantatur solo solo 


cedit, although much relaxed since the days of the year books, 


has not yet been replaced by the rule which prevents the owner 
of real property from granting a better title than he himself has, 
The mortgagee found the engine or the land, and he had no 
notice of the agreement. Having regard to modern conditions 
of business with regard to the sale of expensive machinery, it 
would be fair to require that he should make inquiries as to the 
mortgagor’s title, but in this respect the law has not advanced, 
The mortgagee takes the land with all the fixtures upon it, 
notwithstanding that as between the mortgagor and the 
person from whom they were obtained the mortgagor could not 
claim to retain them. It is sufficient that the mortgagee has no 
actual notice of the agreement affecting the articles. 

But it was not necessary for the purpose of the decision in 
Hobson v. Gorringe to hold that the same rule necessarily 
applied where fixtures affixed after the mortgage were not 
removed while the mortgagor remained in possession, though 
doubtless the judgment of the Court of Appeal did go to this 
length. If, however, the fact that the mortgagee allows 
the mortgagor to continue in possession is to be taken, accord- 
ing to the decision in Gough v. Wood § Co. as implyiog 
an authority to briog fixtures upon the land under a 
hire agreement, it seems singular that the rights of the real 
owner of the articles should be left to depend upon the accident 
of the mortgagor remaining in possession. It must be assumed 
that, in letting the mortgagor have the goods, he relies upon 
the authority which the Court of Appeal said in Gough v. Wood 
§ Co. is to be implied. Is, then, the mortgagee to be at liberty 
to put an end to this authority by entering into possession, and 
so obtain the right to keep articles which were originally no 
part of the mortgage security, and which have been put upon 
the land, with his implied assent, upoa the footing that they are 
to be the property ofanother? In the present case of Reynolds v. 
Ashby & Son the Court of Appeal have held that the mortgagee’s 
rights go as far as this, and that according to Hobson vy. Gorringe, 
the fact of taking possession puts an end to any rights whieh 
the letter—out of the articles might otherwise have. As we 
have pointed out, Hobson v. Gorringe does in terms go as 
far as this, although that decision could be sufficiently 
rested upon the circumstance that the fixture was affixed before 
the mortgage. On the other hand, Gough v. Wood & Co, 
suggests a way in which justice can be obtained without in- 
fringiog the traditions of the common law. It seems, however, 
that the Court of Appeal have been unable to follow up the 
beneficent view taken in the latter case, and it is now settled 
that the letter—out of the fixtures can only reclaim them if they 
are affixed after the mortgage, and before the mortgagee enters 
into possession. Practically, therefore, he has no security against 
losing the articles. If the hirer has not already mortgaged 
the premises, he may do this at any time, and so vest the fixtures 
in the mortgagee; while, if there is already a mortgage, the 
letter—out is only allowed to assert his rights while the mort- 
gagee refrains from taking possession. ‘This can hardly be 
regarded as a satisfactory state of the law. 








Not the least interesting feature in the judicial career of the late Mr, 
Commissioner Kerr, says a writer in the Daily Tvlegraph, was the successfal 
persistence with whico be advocated an increase in his salary. When 
nret ons Jadge of the City of Londva Court his annual stipend was 
£1,200 —the sum then allotted to county court judges and police magis 


trates. In due course this amount was increased by £300. Subsequen' 
on the passing of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act in 1 
he secured an additional £600; and when 
receipt of £4,200 per annum. 


he resigned in 1901 he was ii 
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ide The Phrase, 


“As if she had died intestate and without having 
been married.’’ 
IT. 
Tur decisions relating to the phrase in settlements are as 
follow : 


| 











| 
1) Kuicut Bruce and | Wilson v. Atkinson (33 Beav. |wot ; 
() Meum, LJJ, | - 586, 4 De Ga. & 8. 455) MMlegitioetechid 
1864 living ; intention 
to provide for 
that child indi- 
cated. 

of Re Ball's Trust (11 Ch. D. No trust forissue ; 
270) child of Ce mgg 
matriage living. 
++ | Upton v. Brown (12 Oh. D. /Trusts rns 
j . 872) child of former 
marriage living; 
provision for him 
as if child of 

marriage. 
| Emminsy. Bradford(13.O0h.D. |No trast for issue; 
493) child of former 


(a) Fry, J., 1879 


(3) Fay, J., 1879 


(4) Jessex, M.R., 1880 


merriage. 

Mafett (13 |Trust for surviv- 
) ing wife in de- 
fault of issue 
omitted ; trust 
for next-of-kin 
made applicable 
to that case; no 
| issue of fret 
marriage and 
issue of a second 


(5) Porter, M.R. ([r.), | Hardman  v. 
1884 | LR. Ir, 499 


one born. 
Re Arden (W. N. 1890, |Trust for issue of 
204) marriage, but 
none for wife in 
| default of issue 
| and surviving; 
| child of a second 
| marriage. 
Stoddart v, Saville (1894, 1 |No trust for issue; 
Ch. 480) a child of in- 
tended marriage. 
Re Forbes (W. N. 1899, 6) ... |Trusts regular ; 
child of former 
| Marriage living ; 
| no issue of in- 
| tended marriage 
Trusts regalar ; 
no issue; wife 
died before hus- 
os ee 
bavingappoint 
the fwd 
Re Mare (1002, 2 Ch. 112)... |Trusts regular ; 
child of marri- 
age survived her 
mother and died 
an infant in her 
father's lifetime; 
husband's execu- 
tor, and not wife's 
father’s repre- 
sentative, held to 
| be entitled 
(11) Onrrry, J., 1886 ... | Re Watson's Trusts (55 L. T, |Phrase used in a 
| N, 8.317) will, - 


(6) S11st1na, J., 1890 | 





(7) Currry, J., 1894 ... 


(8) Romer, J., 1899... 


(9) Pourmn, M.R. (Ir.), | Re Deane (1900, 1 I. R. 382) 
900 : 


(10) Kexewrcn, J., 1902 





Wilson v. Atkinson only is a decision of the Court of Appeal, 
and it, or a doctrine promulgated in it, has been relied on as 
immediately or mediately the authority for five other cases in 
which the court has recognized the title of issue of the settlor, 
notwithstanding the use of restéring trusts for kin of the wife 
which contained the excluding phrase. The following were tho 


tacts : 


A widow who had an illegitimate daughter settled her 
property on a second marriage. She reserved to herself for her 
separate inalienable use the income to arise during the joint 
lives of herself and her intended husband, and also power to 
dispose of the capital by either deed or will. After her death, if 
she survived her husband, the property was to be hers 





absolutely ; if she died before him, it was to be in trust for the 
persons who under the statutes would have become entitled to it 
‘“‘if she bad died possessed thereof intestate and without having 
been married.” There followed a declaration that the illegiti- 
mate daughter was for the purposes of that trust to be deemed 
the settlor’s lawful child. There was no express trust for that 
or any child, and the settlor never had a lawful child. She died 
before her husband, without having exercised her power to 
dispose of the property. The Lords Justices held the illegiti- 
mate daughter to be entitled by the last restoring trust. They 
based their decision on the context, including the declaration 
concerning the illegitimate daughter; but they added, that, 
independently of that declaration, ‘‘ the trust for the next-of-kin 
ought not to be so construed as to exclude children.” The 
judges founded that opinion also on ‘‘the context’’ and the 
whole ‘‘ series of declarations.” 

The declaration concerning the illegitimate daughter sufficed 
to decide the case, and without it the decision could not have 
been made. The decision is not an authority for any one of the 
other cases. 

It is the Lords Justices’ statement that ‘‘ the context” or “ the 
whole series of declarations,” independently of that relating 
to the child, shewed that the ultimate trust embraced children, 
which has since been relied on as authoritative. That statement 
being neither alone sufficient nor needed to support the decision, 
constitutes, it is submitted, only an expression of the opinion 
of two very eminent judges of appeal, founded on a context. 
That context, the Lords Justices said, forbad the attribution to 
the restoring clause of an intention to exclude issue of the 
wife who made the settlement. 

Sir Gzorcze Jxsset, M.R., and Porter, M.R.Ir., doubted 
what context the Lord Justices relied on (13 Ch. D. 497, 13 
L. R. Ir. 509); but according to the reports it was a settlement 
of which the peculiarities were that it was made on marriage 
but did not provide for issue. For the doctrine of the Lords 
Justices Lord Tuurtow’s decision in Hoare v. Barnes (1791, 3 
B.C. C. 316) is an earlier authority (compare also Hardwick v. 
Thurston, 1828, 4 Russ. 880; Re Norman’s Trust, 1853, 3 De 
G. M. & G. 965; Day v. Barnard, 1860, 1 Dr. & 8S. 351), and 
it is applicable to three more of the cases in which the settle- 
ments did not contain trusts for issue (that is to say)—2Re 
Bali's Trust and Stoddart v. Saville, in which Fry, J., and Currry, 
J., held an existing child of the settlor and a child of the 
intended marriage to be entitled, notwithstanding Jarman’s 
phrase; and Emmins v. Bradford, where Jesset, M.R., devided 
that that phrase excluded the settlor’s child by a former 
marriage. 

The settlements interpreted Re Arden and Hardman 
v. Maffett contained trusts for issue, but not the usual 
trusts in default of issue for the wife if she survived, 
while they made the restoring trusts which contained 
JaRMAn’s phrase and are designed for application only if the 
wife dies before her husband, ap licable whenever the wives 
might die. In each case the wife had no issue of the first 


marriage, survived her husband, married again, and died, 


leaving issue. In the first case that issue was held entitled to 
the fund; in the second it was held to be excluded. 

In Re Ball's Trust, Stoddart v. Saville, and Re Arden the 
judges gave no other reasons for their decisions than the 
authority of Wilson v. Atkinson, nor do the reports of that case 
and the ancient one of Hoare v. Barnes disclose much reasoning. 
In Hoare v. Barnes Lord Tuvetow is reported to have said that 
in a marriage settlement the wife could not be es to die 
unmarried or, as we should now say, without having been 
married. But the phrase does not express that ry sagen It 
supposes the death of the wife in the lifetime of her husband, 
and declares that in that event, coupled with other conditions, 
the fund shall devolve as if she had died a spinster. Lord 
Tuvriow’s difficulty would have been as great if the expression 
he criticised had been used in a will with reference to the 
testator’s mother but Mr. (afterwards Lord) Justice Currry in 
Re Watson's Trust, dd not find any such difficulty in the way of 
interpreting the words in a will ing to their grammatical 
sense. In Wilson v. Atkinson Lord Justice Kxrour Baver 
suggested three other phrases for that which the settlemeat 
contained as possibly intended by the settlor. One of the three, 
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-which was identical in meaning with that used in the deed, was, 
he said, prohibited by the context. Both of his other alternative 
phrases differed in sense from that used in the deed. Lither 
would have supported the decision, and he did not say which he 
adopted. His suggested alternative meanings only serve to 
shew the unambiguous character of the phrase, 


Sir Josern Currry in Stoddart v. Saville appears to have 
considered the peculiarity of the context on which the Lords 
Justices relied to have been merely that the deed was a marriage 
settlement. But the Lords Justices did not say thet. They 
relied on the deed before them, which was not a normal settle- 
ment, and all the great deference due to an opinion of Sir 
JosEPH Ontrry cannot entitle anyone to claim the doctrine of 
> Lords Justices for any context other than one like that before 
them. 

Lord Tuurtow and the Lords Justices may have felt, as an 
observation by Sir J. Currry in Re Watson suggested, though 
they did not say, that the cases before them were analogous to 
those relating to portions in which the Court has moulded 
obscure or vague language in such a manner as to effectuate a 
provision for children who need portions, and as to annul the 
charge if there is no child who needs a portion; but the analogy 
is imperfect ; for, first, it is not a function of a marriage settle- 
ment to provide for other issue than that of the intended 
marriage, and it is in the interests of such other issue that the 
operation of the phrase has in most cases been disallowed ; 
though in the case before Mr, Justice Currry, when he stated 
his version of the Lords Justices’ doctrine, it was a child of the 
intended marriage which the phrase tended to defeat; and 
secondly, the language of the trusts containing JaRMan’s 
phrase is not, as the language in the portions cases was, obscure 
or vague. 

It is more likely that the thought of the Lords Justices, less 
precisely, but more justifiably formed, was that a settlor could 
not, in the absence of explanation, be supposed to mean by a 
common form to disinherit her own issue. The above-described 
purpose of the final trust, indicated in the title “restoring 
trust” which has been used in this discussion, goes far to 
justify that thought. Mr. Jarman, as we have seen, warned 
his readers of the danger of using his phrase in cases in which 
it could so operate. It must not, indeed, be supposed that a 
settlor may not mean to prefer her collateral kindred to her 
descendants. Probably many settlors have had such an inten- 
tion. Sir Howarp Exruinstons tells of one such case; but the 
intention is rare; it is not one ordinarily to be accomplished by 
@ marriage settlement, and where a settlor has such an inten- 
tion she may be expected to shew it otherwise than by a com- 
mon form designed for use where issue of the marriage are 
provided for by prior trusts. 

Another respect in which the judges have omitted to shew 
their reasons for their decisions is involved in their use of the 
language of interpretation. Lord Justice Kniaut Brucr’s 
above-mentioned remarks about Jarman’s phrase and Mr. 
Justice Cuxrry’s interpretation of the Lords Justices’ 
observations (1894, 1 Ch. 483) suggest the idea that 
the phrase is capable of several meanings, though the 
last-mentioned judge had himself in Re Watson’s Trust 
described it, as it is, “‘ unambiguous.” As Mr. JARMAN said 
(Jarm. By. (2nd ed.), 278) the clause is not ‘‘manageable” by 
way of interpretation. The doctrine of the Lords Justices was, 
in effect, that a true interpretation of the whole settlement before 
them justified such a rectification of the phrase as would deprive 
it of its power to exclude children of a former marriage. Sir 
J. Currry’s implied rectification removed the exclusion of unpro- 
vided-for children of the intended marriage (Stoddart v. Saville) 
and that of Mr. Justice Srmtinc the exclusion of a child of a 
subsequent marriage (te Arden). So in every other case in 
which the operation of the phrase has been disallowed the 
decision has tacitly rectified the deed. Now when rectification 
of a deed is sought on the ground of external evidence of mistake 
in it, the Court before granting the request requires evidence of 
what the intention was (4 De G. & J. 265), but in these cases 
of tacit reformation that rule was not applied, and the judges 
were content with a negative conclusion. 

In Linmins v. Bradford Jussxr, M.R., dissented from the 
doctrine deduced from the Lords Justices’ judgments, and held 





that a child, whose mother on her second marriage settled he 
property without any trust for issue and used a restoring trug 
for her kindred with Janman’s phrase in it, was excluded from 
the benefit of that trust. Afterwards, as the present write 
accidentally learnt, the restoring trust was reformed at the 
instance, and for the benefit, of that child. Sir G. Jusszn’s 
protest against the subordination, in construing a deed, of plain 
words to a surmised intent, is not diminished by the fact—if a 
above suggested it be one—that the interpretations by Lond 
TaurLow and the Lords Justices Knicur Bruce and Turngg 
of the settlements before them involved reformations of the 
ultimate trust in which Janman’s phrase is used. The protest 
appears to be fully justified by accepted canons of interpreta. 
tion: Exrsinstonge, Norton, and Crarke on Interpretation, 37, 
It may not be amiss to recall Fzarnz’s remark. “It is better 
that the wishes of twenty testators, every week, should fail of 
effect, than [that] those rules should be departed from, upon 
which the general security of titles and quiet enjoyment of 
property so essentially depend” : Contingent Remainders, 172; 
see also Lord Hatssury, ©., in Law Union and Crown Insurances 
Co. v. Hill (L. R. 1902 A. O. 263, 265). In none of the subse 
quent judgments has Sir G. Jzsszx’s argument been controverted 
or even noticed. The words of the trust, he said, were free 
from ambiguity, and there was no context to control them, 
Unless that proposition can be shewn to be wrong ia law or in 
fact, all the decisions, except that in Wilson v. Atkinson, which 
have disallowed the operation of the phrase, ought to be over. 
ruled. 

The remark, made more than once, that the phrase “‘ asif she 
had died without having been married” is used merely to 
exclude the husband (12 Ch. D. 878; 42 Ch. D. 532) is mis- 
leading. In order to exclude the husband exclusion of issue 
who can only take to give to him, is needed. 

The six cases already examined all relate to abnormal settle- 
ments. In none of them was the use of the phrase apparently 
proper. There remain for consideration four cases which 
related to normal settlements—the class of settlements with the 
interpretation of which this paper is principally concerned. 
They are Upton v. Brown, Re Forbes, Re Deane, and Re Mare, 
In the first— Upton v. Brown—the settlement was made 
on the marriage of a widow who had a child, for whom, as 
well as for children of the intended marriage, the settlement 
provided expressly if that existing child should live to 
attain the age of twenty-one years. He survived his 
mother, who died before her husband, and then died 4 
minor. Mr. (afterwards Lord) Justice Fry held that the 
child’s, and not his mother’s, next-of-kin were entitled to her 
property. If the child had been born of the intended marriage, 
his share would have gone to the husband’s creditors, he having 
become a bankrupt. The learned judge gave four reasons. 
First, that the case was governed by Wilson v. Atkinson, of which 
he must have entertained the above-mentioned opinion expressed 
a year later by Sir Josern COurrry in Stoddart v. Saville, 
Secondly, that if effect were permitted to the words, they would 
exclude a son who married and died under twenty-one leaving 
issue. Thirdly, that if there was a failure of issue of the 
intended marriage and the wife survived her husband, married 
again and died leaving issue of that marriage, the words 
would exclude that issue. And, fourthly, that there was no 
inconsistency in creating first a trust for the existing child 
if he attained twenty-one and afterwards another for him a3 
next-of-kin. 

To these reasons the answers are, first, that already given to Sir’ 
Joszru Currry's interpretation of Wilson v. Atkinson. Secondly, 
that the exclusion of a son who dies leaving issue may be an 
objection to the usual trusts for issue, but is irrelevant to the 
question what the phrase in the restoring trust means. Thirdly, 
that if the event Sir E. Fay supposed had happened, the trust 
in which the phrase occurs would not have been applicable, and 
the trust for the settlor absolutely, which the settlement con- 
tained, would have left the fund free to devolve on her sub- 
sequent issue. Fourthly, that, though the prior contingent 
trust for issue might not be inconsistent with a subsequent trust 
for issue as next-of-kin, if such a subsequent trust had bees 
inserted, the existence of the prior trust affords no reason for 
implying the suggested subsequent one where the latter is not 
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expressed, and still less where a subsequent trust is expressed, 
and that trust is not the one suggested. 

Neither Wilson v. Atkinson nor the Lords Justices’ state- 
ment of doctrine in that case as above interpreted justifies 
Upton v. Brown, Re Forbes, or Re Mare. The decisions in Upton 
y. Brown and Re Mare disappointed the settlor’s intent not 
merely as expressed, but as, if she did foresee, or if she had 
foreseen, the subsequent course of events, it may be inferred, 
without reference to the words used, was or would have been 
her intention. In the case of Re Forbes, although the settlement 
contained all the usual trusts, yet the existence of issue of the 
settlor by a former marriage made the use of JaRMAN’s phrase 
improper, according to its inventor’s opinion. The learned 
judge based his decision on authority only, and it is covered 
y Upton v. Brown and Currry, J.’s, interpretation of Wilson v. 
Atkinson, but not by the doctrine of the Lords Justices as above 
interpreted. 1f the decision was right, it was because Jarman’s 
phrase which was used in the restoring trust ought not to have 
been used there. The decision in He Deane afforded a con- 
spicuous illustration of the value of the phrase, by giving a 
wife’s fortune to her own next-of-kin instead of to the second 
wife of her husband. The wife’s only child had survived her 
and died a minor in the husband’s lifetime, and he, having 
married again and bequeathed all he had to his second wife, 
died leaving that wife surviving. J. 8. V. 

(Zo be continued.) 








Reviews. 
British Rule and Jurisdiction Beyond Seas. 


BRITISH RULE AND JURISDICTION BEYOND THE SEAS. By the 
late Sir HENRY JENKyNs, K.C.B. Wirth A PREFACE by Sir 
CouRTENAY ILBERT, K.C.8.I. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 1902. 


It is no exaggeration to say that this is the most important work 
on the constitutional relations between the United Kingdom and her 
colonies, dependencies, protectorates, and subjects beyond the seas 
which has yet appeared. Sir William Anson in his Law and History 
of the Constitution and Mr. Dicey in his History of the Constitution 
deal with many of these questions incidentally in works whose main 
object is the elucidation of the constitutional position at home. Sir 
Henry Jenkyns postulates the latter for discussion and elucidation 
of the complex and highly differentiated system of government 
abroad. It is a posthumous publication, never quite completed ‘by 
the author, but one to which from the date of his retirement he had 
intended to devote, and did devote, his leisure, and for which he had 
accumulated a mass of materials during his thirty years of official 
work. The finishing touches have been added under competent 
supervision. No one could have been better‘qualified than Sir Henry 
Jenkyns for the work. From 1869 to 1899 he was employed in the 


- Parliamentary counsel’s office, first as an assistant and afterwards as 


chief: and, before he was selected for this work, he had digested the 
whole statute law of England bythe compilation of the Chrono- 
logical Table and Index of the Statutes. Fresh from this labour, he 
was introduced into the office where for thirty years he had to deal at 
first hand with all the developments and expansion of British juris- 
diction which has marked the last quarter of a century, whether of 
chartered companies, protectorates, spheres of influence, Crown 
colonies, self-governing colonies, or confederations such as the 
Commonwealth of Australia. 

Experience such as this must make any author’s views and writings 
a matter for weighty consideration, even were they put together 
crudely or roughly. But in the work before us the subject is elabor- 
ately analyzed and classified with the hand of a master of both subject 
and style. The subject is indeed so vast that the style nec«ssanly 
suffers by the necessity of condensation and multifarious illustration : 
it becomes almost that of Tacitus. But if this necessity be granted, 
it must also be admitted that the style is clear and lucid. The 
classes of territories under British Jurisdiction are first avalyzed, under 
three heads—(1) possessions, (2) protectorates, and (3) communities 
which are neither the one nor the other. Then the general relations 
between the Home and Colonial Governments are discussed. The 
British possessions other than colonies are next considered—i.e., the 
Channel Islands, the Isle of Man, and British Iodia, and the govern- 
ment of each described in sufficient detail for comparison. The 
self-governing colonies are then treated, historically and actually, 
including the confederations of Canada and Australia. On this topic 
there isa defect in the volume to which attention should be called. 
Both the Canada and the Australia Acts are considered in the text, but 
in the appendices the former is printed in full and the latter omitted 





altogether. This is a serious defect, for the Australian statute is a 
later and highly developed form of a colonisl democratic federation, 
and one to which not only future models are likely to conform, but 
Canada herself is likely to aspire. The omission may be accounted 
for by the fact that the Act was not passed till after Sir H 
Jenkyns had retired, but that is an insufficient reason, because he had 
assisted at the early drafting, and it is treated in the text, this 
chapter having been partly rewritten for the purpose. 

A full statement of the position of the colonies which are not self- 
governing is followed by a most interesting chapter on Colonial 
Governors, supplemented by an appendix of the form of commission 
issued to such governors at different times. This is one of the most 
remarkable features not only of this book but of the English con- 
stitution. We pride ourselves on the exteat to which we have given 
responsible government to our colonies—yet it is almost all a 
matter of convention or custom unguaranteed by any statute, or 
charter, or commission. If a despotic ruler were to arise in England, 
he could, without breach of any. statute or charter, abolish with a 
stroke of the pen almost all the constitutional rights of the individual 
colonies by issuing a new set of instructions to the governors and 
reduce them all to the state of Crown colonies governed despotically 
from home. It is of course equally true that the system of a 
responsible Cabinet at home rests upon a similarly slender foundation 
of custom and convention. But the danger from that is perhaps not 
so serious. Here we are to look after ourselves; but the colonial 
rights are at the mercy, not of the colonists, but of the Eaglish 
people, and if they were to lose their heads in excitement, the danger 
might be serious. Recent events have not been without an illustra- 
tion of possibilities in that direction. 

The next subject which arises for consideration is historically by 
far the most interesting of all—viz., the extra-territorial jurisdiction 
exercised in non-Christian countries, such as Turkey, Morocco, China, 
and until recently in Japan—a subject which has always attracted 
the attention of international lawyers, from the necessity of a solution 
of the problem of the divisibility of sovereignty. This is admirably 
treated, and well illustrated in an appendix containiug an elaborate 
memorandum of the late Mr, Hope Scott, written in 1843, which has 
since been treated as the basis of all legislation in England on the 
subject. From the point of view of ingenuity and logic, the treatment 
of the question by Mr. Hope Scott and Sir Henry Jenkyns leaves little 
to be desired. But it is a system from which practical international 
difficulties must arise and constantly do arise. And the impartial 
observer cannot refrain from a hope, however faint, that other non- 
Christian nations should follow the example of Japan and develope 
systems of jurisprudence which the European nations might 
acknowledge, and relegate the theory of extra-territorial jurisdiction 
to the history of the past, which is its proper place, arising as it 
did out of narrow medisval prejudices of a purely theological 
character. 

Then follows an account of the ordinary consulae jurisdiction in 
other civilized countries—a less burning question, but one which is 
also of considerable historical and practical interest. 

Finally there comes up for treatment the most pressing problem of 
modern times—namely, that of protectorates and spheres of influence ; 
a matter which was forced to the front by Prince Bismarck in the 
matter of Damaraland, was hotly debated at the Brussels Conference 
on Africa, and has since developed into the highest importance with 
the expansion of European influence in Africa and Polynesia, and 
has led most nations to tie brink of war—so far happily averted. 
This subject again is most ingeniously treated as a corollary to the 
extra-territorial jurisdiction already considered, and is shewn to be 
soluble by a further application of the theory of the divisibility of 
sovereignty, only in a different line of cleavage—perpendicular, one 
may say, instead of horizontal—i.e., a division betweea external and 
interoal sovereignty, instead of a division of both as affecting 
different classes of persons. But it is as obvious tuat this cannot 
last as it appeared to be desirable that the other should not. The 
more one admires the ingenuity of the justification, the clearer it 
becomes that the main object of its invention was to acquire power 
and wealth and to avoid responsibility. This is a fatal policy, 
because it can never succeed without untold misery to the native 
populations, But Sir Henry Jenkyns is not responsible for the 
policy; that is the work of others. His task was, first the purely 
official one of carrying it out, and now the literary one of explain- 
ing the grounds of legal casuistry upon which it can and may be 
defended from the standpoint of international and municipal law and 
history. 

There are added to this treatise, in addition to those already 
mentioned, appendices contaising the Colonial Laws Validity Act, 
1865,° the Foreiga Jurisdiction Act, 1890, and a summary of the 
history of the Australian colonies. 

The debt due to Sir Henry Jenkyns for this work can never be 
paid in person—he is dead—but it ought mone the less to be 
acknowledged, But our readers must take warning that they will 
not find it light reading. The mass of materials dealt with is con- 
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densed into 196 pages of text, excluding the appendices, and every 
page not only teems with thought and illustration, but will require, 
on the part of the reader, much reflection and reference. Whether 
that reader be a lawyer or a politician, he will rise from the study of 
this book a wiser, probably a prouder, perhaps also a sadder man. 





Books Received. 


The Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 to 1890, with Rules, Forms, Scale of 
Costs, Fees, and Percentages, Board of Trade and Court Orders, 
and the Debtors Act, 1869, Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, &c. ; 
and a Commentary thereon. By His Honour Judge CHALMERS and 
E. Hoveu, Inspector in Bankruptcy, Board of Trade. Fifth Edition. 
By M. Murr MAcKENZIE, Barrister-at-Law, and E. Hovau, Inspector 
in Bankruptcy, Board of Trade. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


The Law of Licensing in England. Intoxicating Liquors, Theatres 
and Music Halls, including the Practice of Licensing Sessions and 
Registration of Clubs, and all the provisions of the Licensing Act, 
1902, with a full Appendix of Statutes and Forms. Second Edition. 
By JouN Bruce WrtiiAmson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Legal Maxims, with Observations and Cases. In Two Parts. Part I. : 
One Hundred Maxims, with Observations and Cases. Part II. : Eight 
Hundred Maxims, with Translations, By the late GEorGE FREDERICK 
Wuarton, Solicitor. Third Edition. Law Times Office, Windsor 
House. 

Manual of French Law and Commercial Information. By H. 
CLEVELAND Coxe, B.A., Counsellor-at-Law. Simpkin, Marshall, 
Hamilton, Kent, & Co. 





Correspondence. 


The Practice of the Land Registry. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The practice of the Land Registry to which some of your 
correspondents have drawn attention—I mean that of allowing 
unofficial additions to be made to the official forms—will certainly 
prove a trap to the unwary before long. Take for example the case 
of A., a registered proprietor of land, asking B. to lend him money 
on a registered charge. B. refers to Mr. Brickdale’s work on the 
Land Transfer Acts, and finds that a registered charge is inferior, in 
point of security, to an ordinary mortgage of unregistered land. In 
particular, his attention is directed to the difficulties which may arise 
from the fact that a registered charge will not give him the legal 
estate. So he supplements his instrument of charge by the addition 
of a clause in the form recommended by Mr. Brickdale, whereby 
A., ‘‘ as beneficial owner,” conveys the land “‘ unto and to the use of 
B. in fee simple.” 

I may remark in passing that the incorporation of this clause in the 

official form is bad conveyancing, because the person in whose favour 
it is made does not retain possession of the instrument, and that if an 
addition of this kind is really necessary, it does away with the beauti- 
ful simplicity of the registry system. We were told, with a great 
flourish of trumpets, that under the new system John Jones could go 
to the registry, get a printed form, fill up the blanks, get it executed 
and stamped, and obtain his certificate of charge, without consulting 
that hostis humani generis, the mercenary lawyer. But now it seems, 
on the authority of the registrar, that John Jones must understand 
the necessity of obtaining from his mortgagor, ‘‘ as beneficial owner,” 
® conveyance of the legal estate ‘‘ unto and to the use of the said John 
Jones in feesimple.” These are highly technical terms, which the 
layman cannot safely play with. But let us return to our hypothetical 
case. 
The next step is that A. agrees to sell the land to C., subject to 
B.’s charge. C. inspects the register and finds that A. is registered as 
proprietor subject to charge in favour of B. Nothing else appears 
on the register; accordingly, C. takes a transfer from A., and 1s duly 
registered as proprietor. Shortly afterwards he makes default, and 
B. takes possession of the land. He remains in possession for more 
than twelve years, and then agrees to sell to D. The purchaser takes 
the objection that, under sections 30-32 of the Land Transfer Act, 
1875, the legal estate is vested in C., subject only to B.’s charge. I see 
no answer to this objection, and I do not think that the purchaser can 
safely pay his purchase-money until B. has procured himself to be 
registered as proprietor under an order of the court made in pursuance 
of section 12 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897.. But if this is so, what 
om did B. gain by taking a conveyance of the “legal 
es 3 

It seems to me, with all deference to Mr. Brickdale, that the 
device of adding a conveyance of the legal estate to an instrument of 








charge is misleading, and that the only security on registered land 

which the conveyancer can recommend to an intending lender is an 

absolute transfer of the land, perfected by registration, and accom. 

panied by a deed of defeazance. A CoNVEYANCER, 
Nov. 25. 





The Conduct of Sales by Auction of Real 
Estate. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—At a meeting of my committee, held last week, the members 
present discussed the question of the conducting of sales by auction 
of real estate, and whether it would be professional for a ‘solicitor 
personally to act as auctioneer and offer property for sale on the 
instructions of a client. 

The committee expressed no opinion, but requested me to write to 
you and inquire if there is any town or district where it is the 
practice for solicitors so to act, and whether such a practice is in con- 
formity with professional ethics as understood by the Incorporated 
Law Society. 8. SHARPE WATERHOUSE, Hon. Sec, 

Blackpool, Fleetwood, and Fylde District Law Society, 

Olifton Chambers, Blackpool, Nov. 24. 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Partnership Articles—Power to Nominatsa a New Partner— 
Where a clause in articles of partnership empowers a partner to 
introduce a son or other person into the partnership business asa 
new partner, a nomination duly made under the clause, though the 
other partners to refuse to accept the nominee, mekes such nominee 
a partner in equity, and although specific performance will not be 
ordered, yet he is entitled to the ordinary equitable relief available 
to a partner, such as an injunction against exclusion, and the 
furnishing of an account.—BYRNE v. REID (C.A.) (51 W. RB. 52.) 


Sale of Leaseholds by Executor—-No Debts.—Under the 
decisions in Re Whistler (35 W. R. 662, 35 Ch. D, 561) and Re Venn 
and Furze’s Contract (42 W. BR. 440; 1894, 2 Ch. 101) an executor is 
entitled to sell leaseholds, even after the lapse of twenty years, without 
sbewing that there are debts in existence to justify a sale, and the 
purchaser is not put upon inquiry as to debts; but if in fact there 
are no debts, and the executor states this, then his power of sale is at 
an end, and he cannot make a title—RE VERRELL’s CONTRACT 


(Kekewich, J., ante, p. 71). 
Company Law. 


Underwriting Shares—Reconstruction.—The A. Co. (having 4 
capital of £250,000 in £1 shares, of which 205,014 were issued and 
(presumably) fully paid) entered into an agreement (presumably 
under a power in its memorandum of association and not under 
section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862) for the sale of its under- 
taking and assets to the B, Co., which undertook to form a new 
company, the C. Oo., with a capital of £250,000 in £1 shares, and 
repurchase the undertaking and assets, and that the C. Co. should 
allot such of its shares, of £1 each with 12s. only paid up, to the 
number of 205,014 as the A. Co. should require to pay its liabilities, 
including the costs of its voluntary liquidation. The shareholders in 
the A. Co. were to have an option of taking one share in the C, Co. 
with 12s. paid up for each of their shares in the A. Co., and on 
refusal were not to be entitled to anything. The purchase price 
payable by the O. Co. was to be 205,014 shares with 12s. paid up 
and £12,300 cash. The C. Co., although formed, had not issued 8 
prospectus offering “‘ any shares to the public for subscription.” Os 
action brought by a shareholder in the A. Co., alleging that the 
£12,300 was a commission within section 8 (1) of the Companies 
Act, 1862, it was held that the money was being paid by the company, 
out of the capital which was raised at the time of its formation by 
way of commission to the B. Co. in congideration of its undertaking 
take up so many of the shares as the members of the A. Co. declined to 
accept, and was within sub-section 2 of section 8; that the share 
were not offered to the public, and that an injanction must 
granted restraining the carrying out of the agreement, but without 
prejudice to such right (if any) as the new company might have # 
claim the benefit of sub-section 1—presumably by issuing a prospects 
disclosing the commission, and thereby offering shares (not taken up 
by the shareholders of the A. Co.) for public subscription. Quer 
whether, if the £12,300 were borrowed by the A. Co., and paid 
to some person or persons to underwrite the shares in a purchasing 
company not taken up, and then all liabilities and assets were trant 
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ferred for the shares in the purchasing company, the scheme would 
be valid, or would involve an illegal application of the purchasing 
company’s shares or capital moneys indirectly in payment of an 
underwriting commission ?—BooTrH v. NEW AFRIKANDER GOLD 
MrntnG Co. (C.A., Nov. 20) (reported p. 91). ; 

Voluntary Liquidator—Costs of Drawing Bills of Costs.— 
The rule that costs of drawing bills of costs are not allowed where 
the order is to tax a bill already delivered, or is an order as between 
a solicitor and his own client for delivery and taxation of a bill, is 
applicable to the case of the costs of a voluntary liquidator.—Re 
NaTional BANK OF WALES (Buckley, J., June 3), (1902, 2 Ch. 412) 

Income Tax—English Company Controlling Foraiga Company. 
—Where a company trades in this country, but owns such a number 
of shates in a foreign company as to give it a preponderating 
influence in the control of the foreign company, but the other share- 
holders in the foreign company are independent and it is not shewn 
that the English company has attempted to interfere with the 
foreign management, the English company is not assessable under 
Schedule D (1) to the Inceme Tax Act, 1842, on the full amount of 
the profits of the foreign company.—Kopak (LIMITED) v. CLARK 
(Phillimore, J., June 19) (1902, 2 K. B. 450), 

Calls—Counterclaim by Defendant Company for—Third-party 
Notice by Pilaintiff—When a director sued his company for 
director's fees, and the company counterclaimed for calls on shares 
held by him, it was held that there was jurisdiction to allow bim 
to bring in, by third-party notice, a person who had agreed and 
indewnify him against the calls—LEvI v ANGLO-CoNTINENTAL 
Gotp REEFS oF Ruovzst4 (C.A., July 9) (1902, 2 K. B. 481). 

Shares—Choses in Action.—Although shares in a company are 
“things in action ”’ within section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 
(Colonial Bank v. Whinney, 11 App. Cas, 426), they are, apparently, 
not assignable, by virtue of section 25,¢sub-section 6, of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, as ‘‘legal choses in action”; they can only be 
transferred as provided by the Companies Acts.—TORKINGTON v. 
MaaEsE (June 25) (1902, 2 K. B. 427, 430). 

Dissolution of Company—Bona Vacantia—Recognition by 
Crown of Equitable Interests.— When the legal estate vests in the 
Crown as bona vacantia the court always recognizes the equitable 
interests of individuals. Therefore, when leaseholds are vested in a 
company which reconstructs and sells its undertaking, and a new 
company gives that company possession of the leaseholds aud is 
dissolved without baving assigned them, a purchaser from the new 
company (if the lessors have accepted rent from it) is bound by a 
condition of sale as to sending in requisitions on title within a certain 
time, and cannot after that time object that the legal estate is not in 
the vendor, at any rate if the vendor will procure the lessor’s consent 
to the assignment to the purchaser.—PRYCE-JONES v. WILLIAMS 
(Joyce, J., June 13) (1902, 2 Ch. 517), . 

Misrepresentation by Vendor on Oontract for Sale. —N. 
agreed to sell mining claims to L., who contracted that until comple- 
tion he would pay N. a monthly sum for expenses of development. 
L, agreed to sell the same property (for a sum consisting of cash and 
shares) to M., who agreed to contribute monthly sums. F. at the 
same time gave M. a written guarantee for the performance of the 
second agreement by L., who in consideration of the guarantee agreed 
(without the knowledge of M.) to assign both agreements to F. M. 
on application by F'. paid him the deposit under the second agreement 
and four monthly sums thereunder, and F. paid N. monthly sums under 
the first agreement. F, brought one action against L, and M. for specific 
performance of the second agreement, and M. pleaded misrepresenta- 
tion and counterclaimed for payment of the deposit and four sums 
paid by him. Before trisl the mining claims had been determined. 
This action was dismissed. On the counterclaim Cozens-Hardy, J., 
held that F. had received the money himself, as assignee of the second 
contract and not as L.’s agent, and that as there was a total failure of 
consideration, M. was entitled to recover (1901, 2 Ch. 594). This was 
reversed on the ground that the money had been appropriated by F. to 

the purposes for which, under the contract, they had been paid and 

intended by M. The case shews the importance of msking clear 

provisions in agreements to purchase the benefit of contracts for the 

En 359) of concessions.—FLEMING v, LoE (C.A., July 15) (1902, 2 
. 359), 


Criminal Law. 


Sale of Food and Drugs Acts—Deficiency in Pat.—The 
appellant was a milk seller who had been convicted before justices 
of selling to a purchaser, who asked for new milk, an article not 
of the nature, substance, and quality demanded. The appellant 
appealed from this conviction to quarter sessions, which affirmed the 
conviction but stated a case. It was proved that the milk had not 
been in any way tampered with or adulterated, but that as a 
Consequence of improper milking it was deficient in the proper 
smount of fat to the extent of 30 per cent. Held, that the appellant 
was rightly convicted of selling an article which was not of the 


SES ~~ 


nature, substance, and quality demanded.—SMiITHIES v. BRIDGE (66 
J. P. 740). 

Extradition—Fresh Evidence since Committal—Jurisdiction of 
Court to Review Decision of Magistrate-—Upon a motion for a 
habeas corpus on behalf of a fugitive offender, who has been committed 
for extradition by a magistrate, the High Court has no jurisdiction 
to consider new evidence obtained after the committal with the object 
of reviewing the magistrate’s decision. The only questions which the 
court can entertain are whether the alleged crime is within the 
Extradition Act, and whether there was evidence before the magis- 
trate upon which he could properly commit. In case cf new evidence 
the ouly course is to apply to the Secretary of State to make furtner 
inquiry before making an order for the surrender of the fugitive.— 
REx v. GOVERNOR OF Hottoway Prison, Ex PARTE SILETTI (87 
L. T. 332). 





Result of Appeals. 


Appeal Court I. 


Reynolds (trading, &c.) v. W. Ashby & Son (Limited) and J. A. 
Hollands. Application of plaintiff as agaiast W. Ashby & Son 
(Limited) for jadgmeaot or new trisl on appeal from verdict 
and judgment, dated June 7, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Lawrance and a special jary, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. 
Nov. 21. 

Le Mesurier v. Van Cuylenburg. Application of defendant for judg- 
ment or new trial on appeal from verdict and jadgment, 
dated June 11, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a 
special jury, Middlesex, New trial allowed; costs in the cause, 
Nov. 21. ; 

Fuller v. Dewing & Co. Application of plaintiff for judgment or 
new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated June 
9, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a special 
jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Nov. 21. 


(For Judgment.) 


Bailey v. Thurston & Co (Limited). Application of defendants for 
judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, 
dated May 9, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Phillimore and a 

_ common jury, Middlesex (c.a.v. Nov. 18, 1902), Dismissed 
with costs. Nov. 24. 
(Original Motions.) 

Heath v. Wheeler Application of defendant for security for costs of 
appeal (No. 55 K. B. Final list), Dismissed with costs. Nov. 24. 

Bieick v. Jerram & Others. Application of plaintiff for security for 
costs of appeal (No. 68, New Trial Paper). £25 allowed. Nov. 
24 

Bull v. The Mayor, &c., of Shoreditch. Application of defendant for 
stay of execution pending appeal to the House of Lords. Dis- 
missed with costs. Nov. 24. 


(Interlocutory List.) 


Bray v. Dowson and Others. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. 
Justice Darling, dated November 19, 1902 (advanced by order). 
Appeal allowed. Nov. 24. 

Igguiden v. Rohmanu. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. 
Justice Darling, dated November 10, 1902. Appeal allowed. 
Nov. 24. 

Nickel Steel Syndicate v. Schneider & Co. App2al of defendants 
from order of Mr. Justice Darling, dated October 27, 1902. Dis- 
missed ; writ to be amended ; costs to abide event. Nov. 24. 


(Interlocutory List.) 
Parker v. Harringtons (Limited) and Others. Application of plaintiff 
frou order of Mr. Justice Darling, dated November 21, 1902 
(advanced by order). Dismissed with costs. Nov. 25. 


(New Trial Paper.) 


Coleman v. W. 8. Jones & Sons. Application of plaintiff for judg- 
ment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, 
dated June 17, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Bruce and a 
common jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Nov. 25. 

The Mercantile Agency Co. (Limited) v. Croucher and Another. 
Application of W. F. Croucher, a defendant, for judgment or 
new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated June 
24, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Wills and a common jary, 

* Middlesex. New trial ordered. Nov. 25. : 

Holland & Sons v. Summers. Applicatioa of defendant for judg- 

ment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated 

May 7, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Phillimore and a com- 





mon jury, Middlesex. Withdrawa. Nov. 25. 
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Jones v. Lavington. Appeal of plaintiff for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated June 16, 
1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a special jury, 
Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Nov, 26. 

Clarke v. The Army and Navy Co-operative Society (Limited). 
Application of defendants for judgment or new trial on appedl 
from verdict and judgment, dated June 30, 1902, and cross- 
notice of appeal by plaintiff, dated July 10, 1902, at trial before 
Mr, Justice Wills and a special jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with 
costs. Nov. 27, 

Sam uel v. Euston and Newton. Application of Lord Euston for 
judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, 
dated July 4, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley and a 
special jury, Middlesex. No appearancs; struck out Nov. 27. 

Thring v. Lucas. Application of defendant for judgment or new trial 
on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated June 19, 1902, at 
trial before Mr. Justice Jelf and a common jury, Middlesex. 
Compromised on terms; respondents to have costs below; no 
costs on appeal. Nov. 27 

(Motion. ) 


Williams v. Williams. Application of plaintiff for leave to appeal 
from order of Mr. Justice Ridley, dated Nov. 15, 1902 (by order). 
Dismissed with costs. Nov. 27 


Appeal Court II. 


Joseph v. Joseph. Appeal of plaintiff Morris from order of Mr. 
Justice Kekewich, dated February 27, 1902. Dismissed on open- 
ing. Nov. 24. 

(General List.) 

Meyer and Another v. Green. Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. 
Justice Buckley, dated January 28, 1902. Dismissed with costs. 
Nov. 25. 

The Acetylene Illuminating Co. (Limited) and Another v. The United 
Alkali Co. (Limited). Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. 
Justice Buckley, dated February 3, 1902. Dismissed with costs. 
Nov. 26. 

(Interlocutory List.) 


Nantyglo and Blainsa Ironworks Co. (Limited) v. The Swansea Steel 


Co. (Limited). Appeal of defendants from order of Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, dated November 7, 1902. Dismissed on opening. 
Nov. 26. 


(For Judgment.) 

J. W. Green (Limited) v. Hill. Appeal of plaintiffs from order of 
Mr. Justice Buckley, dated Feb. 10, 1902. Dismissed with costs ; 
stay refused. Nov. 27. 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Workman and Another v. London and Lancashire Fire Insurance Co. 

and Others. Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice 


Kekewich, dated Nov. 1, 1901. Allowed with costs. Nov. 27. 
Oompiled by Mr, Anrave F. Cuarriz, Shorthand Writer. 
Cases of the Week. 
House of Lords. 

BEDDINGTION v. BAUMANN. 1i4th Nov. 
Wu1—Powsn or APPOINTMENT--SPRcIAL Powren —Lease tn ConsIDERATION 
or Paewrem—Serrizp. Lanp~Carita, Mosey—Wits Acr (1 Vict. c. 
26), section 24—Serrizp Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 22, 


sun-section 5 - Serrizp Lanp Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 18), 5. 4 

Henry Moses, by his will made in March, 1573, devised to trustees his 
freehold estate upon trust for his son, A. H. Beddington, for his life, and 
after his death for all and every the child and children of 4. H. Bedding- 
ton, or for any one or more exclusively of the others of them; and for suct 
estates, interests, and in such shares and proportions, manner and form, 
as A. H. Beddington should by his will appoint, and in default of such 
appointment, and so far as the same should not extend, for all his children. 
who being tons should attain twenty-one, or being daughters should 
attain that age or marry, as tenants in common in certain shares as 
thercin provided. H. Moves died in 1875, and A. H. Beddington made 
@ will in 1892 by which he appointed part of the estate to one of his sone, 





and to another. In 1895 A. H. Beddington granted leases under the 
Land Act, 1482, of parts of the appointed property and received | 
premiums which were paid to the trustees of the will of H. Moses | 
invested by them. A. H. Beddington died in June, 1900. It was | 
held by the Court of Appeal that the appointments did not include the | 
premiums, that the will of A. H. Beddington shewed no intention of | 
dealing with them, and consequently they passed as in default of appoint- 
ment under the settlement made by H. Mosee’s will (1902, 1 Oh. 100). 
Trae Hover affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal 
Mari of Haisevuy, L.C., in the course of « short judgment, said: I 


should be contented to say I agree with the judgments of the Court of 
Appeal, the simple question being what is the meaning of the will, 
There is nothing ambiguous. Practically it came to this—whether there 
were words in the instrument which shewed that the testator in making a 
provision or exercising a power of appointment intended the gift or the 
exercise of the power to be operative, not only on the original property, 
but on the proceeds of that property, or other property representiog the 
original. A will was ambulatory, and it was an incontrovertible proposi- 
tion that the will spoke in relation to the property left or appointed at the 
time of the tzstator’s death. I have bsen unable to understand the 
distinction drawn by counsel between a special and a general power, 
The case is really covered by the authority of Gale v. Gale (1856, 21 Beay. 
349). F 

Lord. Saanp was of the same opinion. 

Lord Davey said: A man, baving under his father’s will a power of 
appointment, exercised it in respect of parts of the property. ‘Then he 
granted leases under fines of parts of the estate. Under the Settled Land 
Act, 1884, ». 4, those moneys became capital moneys to be held upon the 
same trusts as the lands from which they came, in accordance with the 
settlement. Then the question was—what settlement? The answer was 
the settlement made by the original settlor, Mr. Moses. Mr. Beddington’s 
will was not the settlement, the will being a mere revocable instrument, 
which will did not become part of the settlement. That being so, there 
was an end of thecare. The property was subject to a power of appoint- 
ment by Mr A. H. Beddivgton, and the question was whether his appoint- 
ment carried not only the original property but this morey which had 
arisen therefecm. ‘There was nothing to shew an intention of dealing 
with anything else .than the property itself. The testator might heve 
used words to include the proceeds or substitut:d preperty created out of 
the original, but he had not said so. With regard to the cases discussed, 
this was nota case of ademption. The property was not adeemed, it was still 
in existence, and this was simply an accretion to the original property. 
I agree with Sir George Jeseel that Lord Romilly’s decision in Gale v. Gale 
was perfectly correct; and I also agree with every word of the judgments 
in the court below. ° 

Lord Rosertson concurred with every word of the Lords Justices, and the 
appeal was accordingly dismiessed.—OounseL, Haldane, K.C., Norton, K C., 
and J. G. Faweus ; Levett, K.C., Upjohn, K C., Wace, and Leverson. So ict 
Tors, Montague, Milcham § Montague ; Upton, Atkey, § Co. 

[Reported by C. H. Grarron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Court of Appeal. 
HAMLYN v. HOUSTON & CO. No. 1. 19:h Nov 


PawcrraL aNpD AGENT—Lianmity or Principat ror Tort or AGENT= 
Fcorr or AUTHORITY — PARTNERS ~AUTHORITY OF PARTNER —WRonNGrUL 
Acr in Course or BusivEss. 

This was an application by the defendants for judgment in an action 
tried before Kennedy, J., and a jury. The plaintiff sought to recover 
damages from the defendants for inducing a clerk of the plaintiff to 
commit a breach of his contract of service by disclosing trade secrets. 
The plaintiff carried on business as a grain merchant. The two 
defendants, Houston and Strong, carried on a similar business in 
partnership, the actual management of the business being in the 
hands of Houston. The plaintiff alleged that Houston by bribing 
one of the plaintiff's clerks obtained information as to the plaintiff's 
business, and made use of euch information to the plaintiff’s detri- 
ment. The question was whether the partnership firm could be held 
liable for the acts of Houston. At the trial the jury found as follows: 
(1) That Houston induced and procured the plaintiff's clerk to break his 
contract of service with the plaintiff by dishonestly and improperly com- 
municating to Houston knowledge obtained by the clerk in the course of 
his employment in the plaintiff's office in regard to the private and confl- 
dential nature of his employer’s business ; (2) that this caused damage to 
the plaintiff ; (3) that Houston so acted in order to obtain advantages ia 
business for the defendant firm, and believed his actions to be for the 
interest of the defendant firm; (4) that it was in the course of the business 
of the defendant firm to obtain by legitimate means information in regard 
to the contracts made or tendered for with brewers and with buyers of 
grain by competing firms; (5) that the moneys paid by Houston to the 
plaintiff's clerk were paid for or in consideration of the information which 
the clerk obtained for him; (6) that the moneys paid to the clerk were 
the moneys of the defendant firm ; and (7) that the defendant firm profited 


by what Houston did, The jury having assessed the damages at £750, 


defendants contended thas on the findings of the jury they were entitled 
to have judgment entered for them. Sections 5 and 10 of the Partnership 
Act, 1890, were referred to. 

Tuy Covur (Coriins, M.R, and Romer and Maruew, LJJ.) dismi-sed 
the application. e 

Couns, M.R,, said that on the findings judgment had been rightly 
entered for the plaintiff. Strong was a sleeping partner in the defendant 
firm, and Houston had authority from him, to do all things that wer 
necessary for carrying on the business of the firm. Part of that busines 
was to obtain by legitimate means information as to the business of com 
peting firms, Houston, having that authority, resorted to bribing a 
of the plaintiff to give him access to the plaintifl’s books. His object—vit, 
to obtain information as to what his competitors in business were 


Kennedy, J, gave judgment for the plaintiff for, that amount. 


| was not illegal, and was within the scope of bis authority, though 


means he took for attaining his object were illegal. Under such circum 


| staxices @ principal could be held lable for the acts of his agent, and in BM 


opihion the defendant tirm had been rightly held liable, 
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Romer and Martnew, L.JJ , concurred.—Counset, Tindal Atkinson, K.C., 
and Spencer Bower; Ruegg, K.O., and Montague Shearman. So.icrrons, 
Wood §& Wootton ; C. J. Wilkinson. 

[Reportei by F. G. Ricker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


BAILEY v. THURSTON & CO. (LIM.) (No.2). No. 1. 24th Nov. 


Banxeurtcy—Prorerty or BankrupT—AYTBR-ACQUIRED Prorgerty — 
Contract or EMPLOYMENT— WRONGFUL DisMIssSAL AFTER ADJUDICATION 
in Banxruprcy—Rieur or BanxrurT TO SuE—BankrurtTcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 44. 

Appeal from the judgment of Phillimore, J., on further consideration 
after the trial of the action with a jury: reported in 1902, 2 K. B. 397. 
By an agreement in writing, dated the 24th of April, 1899, the defendants 
a to employ the plaintiff, and he agreed to serve them, as their 
traveller for a period of five years from the 17th of April, 1899, at asalary to be 
paid weekly, and commission to be paid monthly on ail orders procured by him 
for them. Early in June, 1901, the plaintiff was adjudicated bankrupt. Sub- 
sequently, on the 29th of June, 1901, the defendants dismissed him from their 
employment, and he thereupon brought an action against them for wrongful 
dismissal, being then an undischarged bankrupt. The defendants pleaded 
(so far as material to this report) that the plaintiff before action was 
adjudicated a bankrupt, and remained undischarged when the action was 
brought, and that the cause of action, if any, vested in his trustee in bank- 
ruptcy. The trustee had not intervened mm any way. At the trial the 
jury found a verdict for the plaintiff for £100 damages, and Phillimore, 
J., on further consideration, held that the plaintiff could maintain the 
action. He accordingly gave judgment for the plaintiff for £100. The 
defendants appealed. 

Tux Oovrr (Cottins, M.R., aud Srirtine and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ.), 
after taking time to consider, dismissed the appeal, 

Corus, M.R., said that the question was whether the action could be 
maintained by the plaintiff in his own name alone. The principle 
applicable to the case was clearly laid down in the House of Lords in 
Beckham v. Drake (2 H. L. 0. 579). The present case was one in which 
the bankrupt’s own labour was the sole coneideration given by him for 
the contract by the defendants to employ him and to pay him salary. It 
was not a mixed kind of contract where something else was given by the 
bankrupt in addition. For any breach of that contract, if complete at the 
date of the bankruptcy, carrying with it a right in the bankrupt to a 
sum of money, the trustee in bankruptcy would be the proper person 
tosue. But if the contract was in feri and unexecuted at the date of 
the bankruptcy, it did not pass to the trustee, and an action for 
breach of the contract committed after the bankruptcy did not pass 
to the trustee. Oresswell, J., in advising the House of Lords in Beckham 
v. Drake, said (at p. 615): **I agree that a contract for the future 
work and labour of the bankrupt cannot be made by the assigaees 
- . . and as a consequence the assignees cannot after bankruptcy adopt 
and enforce a contract made before the bankruptcy for the application of 
the personal ekill- or labour of a bankrupt; but I do not think it thence 
follows that, where a contract to employ a trader has been broken before 
his bankruptcy, the assignees cannot sue upon that breach, it having been 
established that rights of action 1n general are vested in the assignees,” 
In the same case Parke, B., said (at p, 625) : ‘** ‘I'his contract, if unexecuted, 
would clearly not have passed to the assignees But the question is, not 
whether the contract, but whether the right of action for the breach of 
it before the bankruptcy passed.’’ The contract in that case was very 
similar to that in the present case, the action being for wrongful dismissal ; 
the contract was made aud the breach occurred before the plaintiff’s bank- 
ruptcy, the action being brought after the bankruptcy. According to the 
principles laid down in that case the contract in the present case did not 
pass to the trustee in bankruptcy. The breach of contract occurred after 
the bankruptcy, and gave rise to a cause of action for which the bankrupt 
could sue in his own name without joining the trustee. They did not 
decide that the trustee could not intervene and claim the proceeds of the 
action. The trustee had not intervened, and so no question arose upon 
that. The two cases of Wadling v. Oliphant (24 W. R. 246, 1 Q. B, D. 145) 
aud Emden v. Carte (29 W. R. 600,17 Ch. D. 169, 768), which were relied 
upon by the defendants, merely decided that the trustee could intervene 
and claim the proceeds of the action ; they did not decide that the plaintiff 
in those cases could not sue, For thess reasons he thought that the 
judgment of Phillimore, J., was right, and should be aflirmed. 

Srratine and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsen, Lord Coleridge, 
K.0., J. R. Macoun, and Bovill Smith; Kemp, K.C., and &. W. Hanseil. 
So.icrrors, C. G. Champion ; Gush, Phillips, Walters, § Weiliams. 

[Reported by W. F/ danny, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


BOOTH ». NEW AFRIKANDER GOLD MINING CO. No. 2. 
19th and 20th Nov. 

Oompany—Commission—Sate to Inrermepuary Oompany—Rasatr to New 

Company—Orrer to Puntic—Oompaniss Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vier. c. 48), 

8. 8 (1) (2). 

This was an appeal from a decicion of Swinfen Eady, J. The plaintiff, 
& shareholder in the defendant company, the New Afrikander Gold 
Mining Oo. (Limited), formed in 1898, applied by motion for an interlocu- 
tory injunction to restrain the carrying out of an agreement for the sale of 
the business undeftaking and assets of the company, on the ground that, 


in effect, it provided for the payment of commission, made illegal by 
section 8, sub-section 2, of the Companies Act, 1900, The plaintiff was 
the holder of 1,000 fully-paid £1 shares in the defendant company. The 
defendants to the action are the company, its liquidator, and the Arso. 
ciated Guarantors (Limited), 


The capital of the New Atrikander 


Co. was £250,000 in £1 shares, of which 205,014 had been issued. 
The agreement which the plaintiff sought to impeach was made 
between the New Afrikander Gold Mining Co. and the Associated 
Guarantors,and was dated the 11th of July, 1902. It provided for the sale of 
the undertaking, busine:s, and assets of the New Afrikander Uo. to 
the Associated Guarantors. The F erenemay- undertook to form a new 


company, since incorporated under name the Afrikander Gold Mining 
Oo. (1902), to repurchase the subject-matter of the sale on the terms 
provided in a draft agreement scheduled to the first t. The 
Associated Guarantors undertook to that the new company would 
allot such number of its shares, to be of the value of £1, 12s. paid up, to 
205,014 as the old company should require, to satisfy all liabilities of the 
old company, including costs of a proposed liquidation. The old share- 
holders were to have an option of taking a £1 share in the new 
company, with a liability on it of 8s., for every share in the old 
company. Shareholders who refased to take shares wer: to be 
entitied to no compensation. The scheduled agreement fixed the 
price to be paid by the new company to the Associated Guarantors at 
205,014 £1 shares, with 12s. paid up, out of a total of 250,000 of 
such shares, aud a payment of £12,300in cash. The plaiatiff asserted that 
the provision for this cash psyment was, in effect, a provision for payment 
of commission by the proposed new company, and was obnoxious to 
section 8 of the Companies Act, 1900, and that it invalidated the whole 
agreement. Sub-section 1 allows payment of commission on an offer of 
shares in a company to the public for subscription if authorizod by the 
articles and disclosed in the prospectus of the company. Sub-section 2 
enacts: “ Save as aforesaid, no company shall apply any of its shares or 
capital money either directly or indirectly in payment of any commission, 
discount, or allowance to any person in consideration of his 
subscribing or agreeing to subscribe, whether absolutely or conditionally, 
for any shares of the company, or procuring or agreeing to procure sub- 
scriptions, whether absolute or conditional, for any shares in the company, 
whether the money or shares be so applied by being added to the 
purchase-money of any property to be acquired by the company or to the 
contract price of any work to be executed for the company, or the money 
be paid out of the nominal purchase-money, or contract price, or other- 
wise.”’ Swinfen Eady, J., was of opinion that the agreement did provide 
for the payment of an illegal commission. And, toough that payment 
might be legalized by being authorized by the company’s articles of asse- 
ciation and disclosed in the when issued, he could look only at 
the existing state of things. He thought, therefore, that a case was 
shewn for granting an interlocutory injunction. The defendant company 
appealed. It was agreed that the appeal should be treated as the trial of 
the action, and for the purpose of deciding the whole question the new 
company of 1902 was by consent added as a defendant, and a shareholder 
in that company was, also by consent, added as a plaintiff suing on behalf 
of himeelf and all other shareholders in the company. 

Tue Court (Vavcuan Writiams, Srreutie, and Oozexs-Hanpr, L.JJ.) 
granted a perpetual ivjunction. 

Vaveuan Wittums, L.J.—The question we have to determine here is 
whether this payment of £12,300 is a payment which comes as commission 
within sub-section 2 of sectien 8 of the Companies Act, 1900, and 
assuming that we do so hold we have to go on and see whether it comes 
within the protection afforded by sub-section 1. Now I cannot doubt that 
this payment does come within sub-section 2. It is money which is paid 
by the new company out of capital, which is raised at the time of its forma- 
tion, by way of commission to certain personas in consideration of their 
undertaking to take up eo many of the block of shares allotted to the 
liquidator of the old company as the members of that company decline 
accept. Whatever the amount may be the guarantors undertake 
take, those shares and this sum of £12,300 is to be paid to them 
consideration of their doing so. The question is whether that 
payment comes within the pronibition in sub-section 2. I have alre 
said that I-thiok it does. Tne real ground on which it is 
that it does not come within the sub-section is that the 
whom the money is paid are really purchasers and that the sum 
they are to receive is not a commission but is their profit on the resale. I 
think that if the facts of this case are looked at it is impossible not to see that 
this is not a profit on a resale. There isin substance no resaleatall. The 
guarantors never had any power or right to distribute the assets of the old 
company in any way except by assigning them to the new company, who 
were to pay for them. And when one looks at the difference between the 
considerations between the so-called intermediate sale and purchase and 
the sale and purchase to the 1902 com , I cannot doubt that this 
sum of £12,300 was a payment for u ng. Then it is said that the 
transaction .is saved by sub-section 1. Taking that sub-section line by 
line, in my judgment there has never been any offer of shares to the public 
for subscription. Ido not think that these shares which were agree’ to be 
allotted by the new company of 1902 to the — of the 
old cempany were in any sense offered to the public. agree that the 
payment of this £12,300 is a payment of commission to persons agresing 
to take up shares. But the sub-section does not authorize payment of 
commission in every case. The commission has to be authorized by the 
articles and disclosed in the 3 of the company paying it. In 
the present case [ do not think that the articles of the 1902 company 
authorise this payment. In my judgment this t does act come 
within sub-section 2 and it is not saved by sub-section 1. I think, there- 
fore, that a perpetual injunction ought to be granted. 

Srratine and Cozens- Harpy, L.JJ,, delivered judgments to the sameeffect. 
—Oounsni, Haldane, K.C., and Sergent ; Bee, K.0., and Baddall > 2. i 
Macnaghien, K.C., and Sargent, Sorrerroas, Burn ¢ Berridge > Booth ¢ Save; 


g 





Paines, Blyth, ¢ Huvtadie. 
( Reported by J, I. Srranora, Bag., Barvisterad-Law,! 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HALL. FOSTER v. METCALFE. Kekewich, J. 13th Nov, 
Witr—Contincent Lecacr—AppropRIATION. 


This was a summons taken out by the surviving trustee of a testator, 
who died in 1897, to determine the validity of certain appropriations 
of stock to meet certain contingent legacies. By his will the testator 
gave to each of his godchildren (nominatim) who should survive him 
and who being male should attain the age of twenty-one years or being 
female should attain that age or marry under that age a legacy of 
£1,000 free of legacy duty, but without interest in the meantime. The 
testator died on the 14th day of October, 1897. Phyllis Onalmers, one of 
the testator’s godchildren nanied in the will, was at the date of the 
testator’s death an infant and unmarried, but she had since attained 
twenty-one. Two other godchildren were still infants and unmarried. 
In 1899 the trustees of the will invested three several sums of £1,000 
in three sums of stock to meet the three contingent legacies, and one 
of these sums—namely, £700 Great Eastern Railway Irredeemable 4 
per Oent. Stock, was appropriated by them to meet Miss Chalmers’ 
legacy. The stock had since depreciated, and upon Miss Chalmers 
coming of age, she refused to accept the £700 stock in satisfaction of her 
legacy. This summons was thereupon taken out. On behalf of Miss 
Chalmers it was argued that there can be no appropriation’in the case of a 
contingent legacy where interest is not payable in the meantime (Roper 
on Legacies (4th ed.), vol. 1, p. 931) ; and further, that the ordinary practice 
of the court was to order the fand to be paid to the person entitled to the 
residue upon his giving security to the legatee for the payment of the 
legacy when the contingency happened: Webber v. Webver (1 Sun. & Stu. 
311). On behalf of the infant legatees it was argued that section 4, sub- 
section 1, of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, had altered the law as to appro- 
priation, and that the requirements of that section had not been complied. 
with in the t case, and Re Beveriey, Watson v. Watson (49 W. RB. 
343; 1901, 1 Ch. 681) was referred to. 

Kexewicu, J., said that, although the language of Leach, V.C., in 
Webber v. Webber (ubi supra) appeared to support the contention that there 
could not be an appropriation in the case of a conting-nt legacy where no 
interest was payable in the meantime, yet, having regard to the question 
which was before the court in that case, he thought that Leach, V.C., 
merely meant to decide that a contingent legatee, not entitled to interest in 
the meantime, could not insist upon an sppropriation as against the 
residuary legatee, but could only require him to give security. It did not 
follow that the executors were not entitled to appropriate a particular sum 
for stuch a legacy, where the residuary legatee did not object. In his 
lordship’s opinion, Webber v. Webber did not govern the present case. With 
regard to section 4 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the transaction in the 
present case was entirely different from that contemplated by the Act, and 
it was impossible that the Legislature could have intended, by a remedial 

ision, to sweep away a doctrine which had been well established for a 

tame. His lordship thought that the trustees had done their a as 
pointed out by the authorities, and that the appropriation was good. ith 
regard to the costs, as the litigation had been forced upon the trustee by 
the refusal of the legatee to accept the stock, his lordship thought the 
summons ought to be treated as the legatee’s, and accordingly all the costs 
were ordered to be paid by the legatee.—Counset, 7 K. Crossfield ; J. D 
Davenport ; G. RB. Northeste; A. C. Clauson; W. P. Baildon. Soxtctitors, 
J. A. Bartrum ; Ford, Lloyd, § Co. ; Collyer-Bristow & Co. ; Edgar, Robins, 

Clark, 
$ [Reported by C. B. Cann, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law.)} 


BOURNE +. SWAN & EDGAR. Farwell, J. 14th Nov. 


Teave-Marx—Cotovesztz Immation—Prorer Evinence rm Cases oF 
Covoveszte Terratiown axp Passixnc Orr—Lospon GesexaLt Omsisus 
Co. ¥. Lavext (1901, 1 Cu. 135) Discvssen. 


The plaintiff in this case, who was the proprictor of a registered trade- 
mark consisting of 4 representation of a swan and two cygnets with a 
background of rushes, which was used by him in connection with ladies’ 
corsete, Claimed an injunction restraining the defendante from infringing 
the same. The alleged infringement consisted in a pictorial illustration 
to an advertisement of corsets sold by the defendants, which repre- 
sented a lady wearing 2 corect, but was embellished by figures of two 
ew2ne. 

Fauzwrit, J., who held that the illustration in the defendants’ advertice- 
ment was not such 2 colourable imitation of the plaintiff's trade-mark as 
would entitle him to relief, made the following observations in the course 
A his judgment: I heve firet  obecrve that in a case of this kind it is 
not now, whatever may have been the old law, neceseary to prove fraud : 
Miliiagton +. For (6 My. & Or 425). In the second place it is not necessary 
to prove than anybody has been actually deceived ; in fact in many cases 
the question arises woen the defendant is about to flood the market with 
lebels which are alleged to infringe the plaintiff’s right, but before any 
actual tom has taken place. In the third place J have to consider a 
question of some little interest, 2s to what evidence is admissible to prove 
tuat 2 mame or 2 pictorial representation on the get-up of an article is 
Ciledlsted to deceive. It bas been laid down in the House of Lords, and is 
finally settles, that it is not 2 proper question to put to 4 witness, whether 
a certain thing is calculated to deceive. One ground for this is that this 
ie the actual quertion in ieeue: North Cheshire and Manchester brewery Oo. 
9. Manchester Brewery Co. UW), A. ©. 3). Tt eppears to me that 
there are “her guunds aloo, How can you call expert witnesses as to 
what is bumas neture, and we to wha they think the rest of the world 
would te likely © believe? Even it you would do wm there ia in most 
poole 6 certaia promenem & think other people more foolish than they 





really are. It remains to get evidence from certain persons that they them. 
selves would be deceived, and nobody likes to admit his own foolishness, 
It results then that, unless the matter is left to the eyesight and hearing 
of the judge himself, there can be no evidence. I have said this because 
of a recent decision of the Court of Appeal : London General Omnibus Co. v, 
Lavell (1901, 1 Oh. 135), which has been referred to as being to the contrary 
effect. But, first, there are earlier cases shewing that the true test 
in cases of this character is the eye or the ear of the judge: see per Lord 
Westbury in Holdsworth v. Macrae (23 BE. & T. A. 380) ; per Lord Herschell 
in Hecla Foundry Co. v. Walker (14 A. C. 550), where he says ‘the eye is 
the judge’’ ; and per Lord Halsbury in the Manchester Brewery Co’s case 
(ubi supra). Ooming now to the case of the London General Omnibus Oo., it 
is plain to me that (whether rightly or wrongly it is not for me to say) the 
Court of Appeal treated the case as a common law action of deceit, This 
appears in the very beginning of the Lord Ohief Justice’s judgment. Tae 
decision of the Court of Appeal has therefore no reference to a case like the 
present, where deceit is not and need not be alleged. The Court of Appeal 
can not have intended to overrule three Lord Chancellors in the House of 
Lords. If they had done so they would themselves have been overruled by 
Paton v. Snelling (1901, A. O. 308).—CounseL, Jenkins, K.C., and A. F, 
Peterson ; Upjohn, K.O., Sebastian, and T. J. C. Tomlin. Soutcrrors, Drake, 
Son, § Parton ; Buxton, Ashton, § Son. 


[Reported by Goprrey R. Benson, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


WRIGHT & GREEN v. RANSOM, JULIUS, & CO. Buckley, J. 26th Nov, 


Costs —Svuspmisston oF DereNDANT—QvALIFIED Orrer as to Oosts— 
Peremprory Rervsat—Costs Sunseqvent To Orrer. 


The defendants Ransom and Nadeleticker, who constituted the 
defendant firm, advertised themselves as ‘‘ late of Wright &Green.’”’ The 
plaintiffs alleged that this was an untrue representation, and brought this 
action against the defendants’ firm for an injunction to restrain them from 
using those words. The writ of summons was taken out on the 31st of 
January, 1902. Previously to the writ, m reply to a previous letter, the 
solicitor of the defendants had, on the the 25th of January, 1902, written 
to the solicitor of the defendants saying that upon their clients’ informa- 
tion the description ‘‘ late of Wright & Green’’ could not be considered 
false, but adding ‘‘ However, for the sake of peace, we shall 
advise them to alter the words.”” After the writ, on the 7th of February, 
1902, upon an interlocutory motion the defendants undertook until trial or 
further order not to use the words complained of, and the costs of the 
motion were ordered to be costs in the cause. On the 5th of March, 1902, 
after delivery of the statement of claim, the solicitors of the defendants wrote 
to the solicitor cf the plaintiffs as follows: ‘* Before sending the papers to 
counsel to settle the defence we shall be glad to know if your clients will 
accept our clients’ undertaking that they will not at any time hereafter 
u e the name of Wright & Green on their documents, and drop this action, 
each party to pay their own costs. As our clients are not anxious for 
litigation, they will be willing to enter iato the undertaking, and so avoid 
further expense.”” The solicitor for the plaintiffs replied on the 15th of 
March, 1902, as follows: ‘* My clients have been seen on your proposition of 
the 15th inst., and my instruc'ions are not to accept same.’’ The defence, 
delivered on the 26th of March, 1902, while denying that the words 
complained of gave any cause of action, pleaded the offer of the 25th of 
January, 1902, and stated that the defendants did not intend to use those 
words. Upon the trial of the action the defendants submitted to give a 
perpetual undertaking, and the only question was that of costs. 

buckLey, J.—After the letter of the defendants of the 5th of March 
offering the undertaking, each party paying their own costs, I consider that 
the plaintiffs acted oppressively in peremptorily declining the offer without 
saying anything more. I order the defendants to pay the plaintiffs their 
costs of the action up to that date, and the plaintiffs to pay the defendants’ 
costes after that date. The solicitors of the defendants by their letter of the 
25th of January, 1902, did not uadertake to not to use the words 
complained of, but only to advise their clients to alter them. Had that 
offer been more explicit I should have ordered the plaintiffs to pay all the 
costs, 

Counsel applied for leave to appeal on the question of costs, upon the 
ground that it had hitherto been the rule that a plaintiff need not accept 
an offer unless the defendant offered to pay his costs. Leave was refused, 
—CounseLt, J. G. Wood; Norman Craig. Soticirons, A, HH, Holmes; 
Windsor § Co. 

{ Reported by Nevitie Tessurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


ReINMAN. INMAN v. INMAN, Swinfen Eady, J. 25th Nov. 
Eeraty. pun auras viz—'Tenant —Inrestacy —Devo.vtion, 


By « settlement dated the 25th of January, 1836, a certain farm, situate 
at Porchester, in the county of Southampton, was assured upon the death 
of the survivor of the settlors, William Friend and Elizabeth Friend bis 
wife, and in default of appointment, to the use of trustees, their heirs and 
aesigns upon trust to receive the rente and divide the same equally 
between the #ix daughters of Richard Warden Morey (a brother 
of the said Elizabeth Friend) and the son of R. M, Morey, and thelr 
respective assigns share and share alike as tenants in common for 
their respective lives. And after the respective deaths of the sald 
six daughters and the son of It, M. Morey as they should respectively die 
upon trust to convey the share of such one or more of them so dying 
unto and equally between their children on attaining the age of twenty- 
one years aud their respective heirs and assigns as tenants In common 
per sirpes. And it was provided that in default of lesue taking vested 
interests of any of the mix daughters and son of the sald R, M. Morey, 
then the share whether original or accrulng of him or her so dying in the 
raid hereditaments and the rents thereof should go to the survivors and 
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survivor and their, his, or her issue respectively. The said Elizabeth 
Friend died on the 23rd of September, 1836, without having exercised her 
power of appointment, and the said William Friend died on the 29th of 
september, 1836, leaving the six daughters and James White Morey, the son 
of R. M. Morey, him surviving. By indenture of the 29th of November, 
1848, the faid James White Morey conveyed to the testator, James Inman, 
and bis heirs and assigns, his undivided seventh share during his life in the 
said hereditaments. By his will dated the 15th of November, 1852, James 
Inman devised (subject to a life estate in favour of his wife Mary Inman) 
his share in the said hereditaments and in the rents thereof, which 
he purchased from J. W. Morey, unto his trustees upon trust to 
receive his share of the rents and apply the same in the manner 
thereinafter directed. And upon further trusts if the trustees should 
think it desirable or beneficial to sell his share in the said hereditaments 
or in the rents thereof and to stand possessed of the proceeds upon trust 
to invest and apply the interest and until the sale the said share of the 
rents for the use of his grandson Mathew Inman, the issue of testator’s zon 
Mathew Inman and Matilda his wife, in such manner as they should think 
proper in promoting his education and advancement in life. And upon 
further trust to pay and transfer the testator’s share in the said rents and 
securities in which the produce thereof should have been invested unto his 

dson Mathew Inman as and when he should attain twenty-five 
years, or if the trustees should deem it desirable to assign the 
same to him at such earlier period as they might decide on. 
The testator, James Inman, died on the 7th of February, 1859, and Mery 
Inman, his widow, died on the 27th of December, 1870. Mathew Inman, 
the grandson, died on the 9th of May, 1886, intestate, and after his death 
his share of the income was retained by the trustees of the settlement of 
1836, and was ultimately represented by the sum of £944 15s. 6d. J. W. 
Morey, died on the 3rd of August, 1901. This summons was now brought 
by the trustees of the will of James Inman to have it determined whether 
upon the true construction of the will the interests in the nature of an 
estate pur autre vie of the testator in the above hereditaments devised by 
the testator to his trustees upon trusts in favour of his grandson Mathew 
Inman, devolved upon the death of the said Mathew Inman intestate on 
the heir-at-law of the said Mathew Inman or how otherwise. 

Swinren Eapy, J.—The question which arises on the present summons 
is whether the interest of James Inman in the nature of an estate pur autre 
vie in certain hereditaments devolved on the death of Mathew Inman 
intestate upon the heir-at-law of Mathew Inman as special occupant or 
upon his administrator as part of the intestate’s personal estate. [His 
lordship then stated the facts, and proceeded :] The effect of the testator’s 
will clearly was to pass to the testator’s grandson Mathew Inman the whole 
of the estate pur autre vie. Bat it is contended that it passed to him as 
freehold, so as to have the same legal effect as if it were devised to him and 
his heirs; and so on the death of Mathew Inman intestate his heir-at- 
law was entitled to enter. On the other hand, it is contended that there is 
nothing on the face of the will to shew that the heir takes as special 
occupant, and therefore the interest in the estate passes to the adminstra- 
tor of Mathew Inman. The Statute of Frauds (29 Oar. 2, c. 3) for the 
firet time made estates pur autre vie devisable, but the heir took before and 
after the statute as heir and not by descent, as is clearly shewn in Lord 
Kenyon’s judgment in Doe d. Biake v. Iucxton (6 T. R., at p. 291): ‘* These 
questions on estates pur autre vie do not frequently arise. Such estates 
certainly are not estates of inheritance; they have been sometimes called, 
though improperly, descendible freeholds, because the heir-at-law does not 
take by descent. If an action at common law had been brought against 
the heir on the bond of his ancestor, he might have pleaded riens per 
descent, for these estates were not liable to the debts of the ancestor 
before the Statute of Frauds.’”’ So that if the heir entered 
as special occupant he was not liable for the debts of his 
ancestor as he would have been had he taken by descent. Section 
12 of the Statute of Frauds enacted ‘‘That any estate pur autre vie 
shall be devisable by will . . . andif no such devise thereof be made, 
the same shall be chargeable in the hands of the heir, if it shall come to 
him by reason of a special occupancy, as assets by desceat, as in the case 
of lands in fee simple.’”’ I read that to mean that before the passing of the 
statute the heir would take these assets not as by descent, but that after 
the passing of the statute they would be liable as assets by descent. [His 
lordship then cited the statute of 14 Geo. 2, c. 20, and continued :} So that 
Tam of opinion that it is not sufficient to shew that the intestate Mathew 
Inman took the whole of the estate pur autre vie which James Inman had. 
It has been contended on the authority of cases in Ireland that an estate 
pur autre ve limited to a man and his heirs and devised by his will to 
another without words of limitation will descend or devolve upon the 
heir of the devisee. The cagrs of Wall v. Byrne (2 Jones & Lat. 
118) and King v. King (189%, 1 Ir. Rep. 30) do go that length 


The first was decided before the recent decision of Bart of Mownt Casheil v. | 
| for law charges, and criminal proceedings sach as the Pearuddocke 

| oution, involve a direct expenditure of something like £500 a week. Legal 
| proceedings other than crimmal add another 50 per cent. Ly amount, 


More-Smyth (1896, A. O, 158), but King v. King was decided after. How- 
ever, the decisions of the Irish courts are not binding upon me especially 
if they conflict with English decisions, In the case of Philpotis v, James 
(8 Dougl. 425), Buller, J °s, view was that the plaiatiff took as heir of a 
descendible freehold, In the case of Doe ad, Lewis v. Lewis (9 M. & W. 
664) Baron Parke said: “Now here there is no special ocoupant, the 
title of the first lessee having been put an end to by the will, the land 
has been held under a tenancy pur autre vie to W. J, Lowis, the son, and 
his assigns ; and as he died without creating any asvigue, the property 
808 to his personal representative."’ Mr, Tneodald sought to distinguish 
this case, but in my opinion the result would have been the same had the 
word assigns not been mentioned, and consequently there being no 
Special ooccupant, the whole would have ® to the exeoutor, 

herefore, a» it appears to me, I have to choose between the Irish 
and English cases, bocause certainly the recent ove in the House of Lords 














(Earl of Mountcashell v. More-Smyth) does not throw any doubt whatsoever 
on the English decisions. In my opinion there is nothing whatever on the 
face of the willin question to entitle the heir to claim as special occupant, and 
therefore by virtue of section 6 of the Wills Act, 1837 (7 Will. 4& 1 Vict. c. 26), 
the administrator of Mathew Inman becomesentitled. But then it —_ 
that the administrator would only take from the date of the grant. 

is, however, no occupancy here, an@ the trustees under the original deed 
of 1836 are entitled to receive the rents, and in my opinion after the death 
of Mathew Inman in 1886 they held one-seventh share of the rents and 
still hold it in trust for the legal personal repres:ntative of Mathew Inman’s 
personal estate.—CounseL, R. J. Parker; Sheldon; Theobald, K.O., and 
G. H. Paice. Sourtcrrors, Paice § Cross. 


{Reported by J. H. Davies, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of SARAH JANE JACKSON (DECEASED). 
17th and 24th Nov. 


Prosate—Grant or Lerrers or ApmtnistraTtion—20 & 21 Vicr. c. 77, 
s. 73—Practice. 


This was a motion for 4 grant of letters of administration to the estate 
of Mrs. Sarah Jane Jackson, who died on the 8th of February, 1902, 
intestate, without issue, parent, or known relation save and 
William J. McIntyre, a son by a former marriage, and ‘his issue, if any. 
It appeared that Mr. McIntyre went to Australia between thirty and forty 
ago and had not been heard of for about thirty years, and it was not 
known whether ke had ever married. Although advertisements had been 
inserted in Australian and English newspapers for information 
about him or his children or descendants, no answer had been 
received. Mrs. Elizabeth Catherine Ives, a cousin-german of the deceased, 
claimed as next-of-kin to be entitled to letters of administration to the 
deceased's estate, which was of the value of about £18,000. Whenthemstion 
was first before the court the learned judge pointed out that this court never 
presumes the death of a man, but when a seriesof facts had been sworn to 
it was wont to give leave to the applicant to swear that the presumed deceased 
was dead. If a party wanted a grant he had to prove his right to it and 
make oath to establish that right. It was therefore necessary for Mrs. 
Elizabeth Catherine Ives to swear that Mr. McIntyre was dead, but counsel 
stated that she had scruples about swearing that. The learned jud 
observed that this and similar cases ought to be decided upon some princi 
of law, for there was no right to oe over the claim of any person, but it 
must be satisfied that the person who would be entitled to the grant wasdead. 
He accordingly adjourned the case to see if the applicant was 
ready ‘‘to swear up to the mark.” for if she was not she could 
not logical'y administer this estate of £18,000. The cases of In the Goods 
of Reed (29 L. T. 932), In the Goods of Caillicott (1899, P. 189), In the Goods of 
Pridham (61 G. T. 302), In the Goods of Byrne (84 L. T. 571), In the Goods of 
Harling (81 L. T. 791), In the Goods of Shoosmith (1894, P. 23), In the Goads 
of De la Farque (2 Sw. & Tr 631), and Jn the Goeds of Loveday (1900, P. 
154) were cited. When the case was before the court on the second 
accasion counsel stated that the applicant, after what had fallen from the 
learned judge, was prepared to swear that Mr. McIntyre was dead. 

Banners, J., said that although that did away with the necessity of bis 
deciding on what principle these cases must be decided in fature, for what 
was the principle of law underlying the cases bearing on the point wa< 
not apparent, he should like to point out that with regard to the 
case of In the Goods of Reed (29 L. T. 932), which was much relied on by 
counsel, that the report of that case could not be trusted, for it was 
inaccurate in that it was not full enough, for the order actually made 
in the case was to issue a grant of letters of administration on the usual 
affidavits being filed that the applicant was entitled to the grant, and 
although she did but swear her ief in the death of the presumed 
deceased, the grant was afterwards granted to the applicant as one of the 
next-of-kin. The graut in this cas+ would therefore be made.—Covnset, 
R. A. Pritchard. Soxicrrons, Hare ¢ Co. 

(Reported by G@wrawe Harn, Beq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


*,* In the report of Mappin Bros. v. Liberty ¢ Co. (eete, p. T2), the name 
of Mr, A. F. C. Luxmoore should have followed that of Mr. G. Cave, among 
the counsel in the case. 


Barnes, J. 








The cost of the Penruddocke prosecution, the poiat upon which it bas 
been suggested that some action might conceivably be . ix says the 
St. James’s Gazette, part of an enormous legal expenditure of the Cr en. 
The public purse is drained every year to the extent of more than £70,000 


and the cost of Crown cases is in all about £40,000 a year. taxpayer, 
when he reads again in the papers that ‘‘at this stage of the case the 
King's Proctor intervened,” will console himself with the reflection that 
probably another £500 of hard-earned taxes lies Debind that simple phrase. 
Here are some of the other items which go to make up the debit side of 
the legal account of the State: Salaries of the law officers, £14,255 ; civil 


| end criminal proceedings, £39,700 ; salartes of solicitor, proctor, and padlic 


prosecutor, £25,003 ; bankruptey proseoutions, £1 TS; cola 

£700; high seas prosecutions, £100; Partiamenary agenoy, £1,100. The 
figures are from last year's billa, and against them must be set £15200 
recovered in costs, There is an odd item of eight pounds for “ cleaning 
ink-pots and dusting books.” 
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Law Societies. . 
United Law Society. 


November 24.—Mr. ©. H. Kirby presided.—Mr. 
Williams moved, “That the war gn South Africa being now over, 
J. F. W. Galbraith opposed. 
There also spcke Mesers. C. Kains-Jackson, N. Tebbutt, A.H. Richardson, 
J. H. Sturgess, and W. 8. Clayton Greene. 


Parliament should be dissolved.’’ 


Mr. 
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Law Society. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 5th of November, 


1902 :—- 
Frist Oxass, 


Bancroft, John Arthur 
Bird, Norman Douglas 
Burke, George Bugg 

Clegg, John Barlow 

Done, Nevile Savage 
Fazackerley, Henry 

Fisher, Arthur Samuel 
Fryzer, Alfred William, 


Hine, Reginald Leslie 
Hislop, Cuthbert Hall 
Hughes, George Oswald 
Kennett, William Bertram 
Kitson, Thomas Binks 
Lewis, Llewellyn Bond 
Lister, James Victor 
Puallon, John William 
Rendell, James Hugh 
Robson, Richard 
Simpson, Vivian Sumner 
Southeard, William Rapsey 
Walters, Morgan Isaac 
Watkins, Albert Charles 
White, Gerald Owen 
Williams, Leslie 
Wright, Austin James 
Young, William Aitchison 
Szconp Crass. 

Akeroyd, Arthur Charles 
Aston, Ralph Wright 
Aylett, Frederick George 
Baker, Frank Bobert, B.A. (Camb.) 
Barnard, Arthur Frank 
Barnley, George William Wynne 
Barton, Bertie Bowman 
Batt, William Elliott 
Bearder, Harold Ingham 
Beatts, Douglas Nairn 
Bennett, Patrick 
Bennett, Reginald Thomas Phillips 
Beresford, Marcus de la Poer 
Bird, Ernest Roy 
Bird, Walter Leonard 
Blake, Philip Jessop, B.A. (Camb.) 
Brabazon, Charles Pierpomt, B.A. 

(Oxon.) 
een Henry Hawkridge de 

ewfort 
Briant, Herbert Ralph 
« mf William Arthur, 
¥ .) 

Brown, Henry William 
Buckley, George Kidd 
Buckwell, Chzrles William 
Burnett, Percy 
Burridge, John Joseph 
Barrio . Humphrey Sandford 
Cash, uel Ernest, B.A. (Uxon.) 
Cateaux, Harold Armand 
Chamberlain, Walter John 
Chambers, Alfred Williams 
Clark, Wilfrid John 
Clayton, Lancelot James, 

(Camb.) 


Cleaver 

Coley, Alfred Ernest 

Crowther, John Hdward Marmaduke 
Davis, Cnarles James 

Deards, Charles 


B.A. 


B.A. 


B.A. 


Devas, Gabriel Edward 

de Vine, Hatton Bertram St John 

Dojleymore, Kenneth Vere 

Eastwood, Christopher William 

Entwistle, Joseph 

Evans, Arthur Jobn 

Evans, Thomas Mores, M.A. (Camb.) 

Farmer, George Henry 

Fisher, Thomas Norman 

Fisher, William Kenneth Campbell 

Footner, Foster Lake 

Forbes, Albert Edward 

Freeman, Philip Horace, 
(Camb.) 

Freeman, Robert Bingle 

Fretwell, Harold 

Furber, Roland Charles 

Gadban, Victor John. B.A. (Oxon.) 

Gale, Lionel Ernest Bradley 

Galer, Hugh Arthur, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Gard, Frederick 

Gilbert, Lionel Alfred 

Gillespie, Frederick William 

Gould, Henry Coningsby 

Greendale, Samuel Edwin 

Griffith, Charles Fox 

Gwyn, Vivian Sedgley 

Haddelsey, Samuel Turner 

Hajeebhoy, Alladin Mahomed 

Hands, Joseph Adrian 

Hann, Harold Brown 

Hargreaves, Joha 

Harker, Jobn 

Harris, Thomas Richard 

Harrison, Frank 

Harrison, Jobn Horatio 

Hatton, James Edwardes 

Hawkins, Alan George, 
(Camb.) 

Haworth, Robert Chester 

Heywood, Charles Clement, B.A. 
(Oxon. ) 

Highet, William Thompson 

Hill, Edward Copeman 

Hill, Frederick Clarence 

Hoare, Frederick Cecil, 
(Oxon.) 

Hodgson, Paul Mary 

Hodson, Austin John, B.A. (Oxon ) 

Hodson, Shisley Samuel, B.A. 
(Oxon. ) 

Hooper, Thomas Beverly 

Hopkins, John Harold 

Horrocks, James Vincent 

Houston, Malcolm Douglas 

Hudson, Edgar Oswald 

Ingham, William Henry 

Iogleby, Bicoard Arthur Oakes, 
B.A. (Camb.) 

Jackson, Daniel 

Jackson, John William 

Jennings, Richard Thomas 

Johnéon, Augustus Avery 

Jobnson, Charles Reginald 

Jobneon, Frederic David Keene 

Jones, Alan Anthony Giantham 

Jones, Cyril Uswald, Ba. (K.U 
Ireland) 

Jones, David Edward 

Jones, Thornton Burnett 

Kammerer, Ernest 


B.A. 


B.A. 


B.A. 


©. Willoughby 


Keen, Reginald Keen 

Kenward, Bertie Trayton 

King, Guy Standish 

Kingston, Hubert Ernest 

Lambert, Francis John 

Law, Markham Oremer 

Lewers, William Hartley Nicholson 

Lewis, Eric Vaughan 

Ling, Hubert Frederic 

Lings, Harold Cronshaw 

Lockwood, William 

McLean, Harry Edward 

Manby, Charles William Lane, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Mansel- Lewis, Charles Ronald 

Marshall, Allan Fraser 

Mead, Frederick Duncan 

Mellenfield, Cecil Beven 

Meyler, David William 

Milton, Thomas St Michael 

Mitchell, Ernest Harry 

Mitchell, John 

Moger, Robert 

Moorwood, Stanley Duffield 

Moser, Horace Bingham 

Naunton, Harold Waid 

Neale, Ernest James 

Neel, George Henry, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Newton, Taomas 

Norman, Robert Edward Pigott 

Norris, Harold Edward Francis 

Norris, William 

Oddie, Roger Muir 

Outhwaite, Herbert 

Parker, Arthur 

Parry, Henry Morris 

Pattison, Edmond Langshaw 

Pawson, George Ratcliffe 

Pearse, George Gerald 

Percy, Hugh James 

Perham, Herbert Thomas 

Perkins, Charles Steele, 
(Camb ) 

Poultney, John Bernard 

Priestwood, John George 

Revell, James 

Reynolds, Charles Alan 

Ridgway, Thomas 

Robinson, Harold 

Robinson, John 

Rodwell, Arthur Christopher 

Rothwell, James Herbert 

Ruseell, Edgar Campbell, 
(Camb. ) 

Sanders, William Lacey 

Sanderson, Frank Norman 

Saunders, Frederick James 

Saunders, Harold 


1902 :— 

Almond, Percy James 
Baily, Edward Millear 
Baker, Thomas Ernest 
Barnett. John Marshall 
Barre, Harwood 
Bartlett, John Reginald Quekett 
Barton, James 

Bayley, Leslie Oliver 
Beavan. Charles Henry 
Behn, John Arthur 





Booth, 


Benedictus, Joel Henry 
Bird, Joseph 
John 
( Victoria) 
Bosanquet, 
6.A. (Oamb.) 
Brown, Ernest Victor 


Bennion, LL.B. 


| Brown, Everard Kenneth 
| Busby, Henry 


Vampbell, Joseph 

Ovrtwright, Frederick Hawksley 
| ‘Talbot, B A. (Durham) 
| Cartwright, Thomas 
| Causton, Krne.t st. George 
| Chatterton, Hugh Frederwk Sidney 
Olayton, Koger, B.A. (Uxon.) 
| Cobbett, Harvey William 

Cohen, Uharles Manchester M.A., 

B.0.L. (Oxon.) 
Coilard, Douglas Argles 


Geoffrey OCourthorpe, 


Sedgwick, John Robinson, B.A 
(Oxon.) 

Shephard, Arthur 

Shephard, Joseph Arthur 

Skeels, Percy Bernard 

Smith, Johu Frederick 

Somjee, Goolamhoossein Ahamed 

Southron, Alfred Henry 

Sowerby, Thomas Murray 

Steaiman, Harold Lester St. Jer. 
maio 

Stott, George Francis 

Strode, Julian 

Summerhays, Sherriff Reginald 

Sydney, Herbert Henry 

Tatham, Harold Lewis 

Taylor, Sydney Ormerod 

Thompson, Thomas 

Thorpe, Colliagwood Foster, B.A, 
(Camb.) 


Townsend, Hubert 

Tredgold, Robert Ralph 

Tuffee, Harold 

Tunbridge, Edward William 

Tunnicliffe, Frederic Charles 

Turner,. Harold Richard 

Tweddell, William Henry 

Vaisey, John Clere 

Vaughan, Reginald 

Wade, Percy Jackson 

Wallace, Hubert Masters 

Wallington, Guy Charles 

Walsh, James U’Brien Tufton 

Wates, George Leslie 

Watson, Cecil Lilliott, B A. (Oamb.) 

Watson, Harry Townsend, B.A, 
(Oxon.) 

Way, William Bernard 

Wellock, ‘Thomas 

Wellsted, Ernest Thomas 

West Walter 


. Weston, Harry Clifford 


Whatley, Arthur Percival, B.A. 
(Oxon ) 

Wilkios, Stanley Edward 

Williams, Richard Bennett 

Williamson, Sydney Alfred 

Willis, Charles Frederick 

Willis, Vivian Vere 

Wilson, Henry Charles Barrow 

Wilson, John Erskine 

Wilson, Kenneta Forshaw 


. Winskell, Robert 


Wood, Robert Braithwaite 

Woods, Matthew Grosvenor, B.A. 
(Camb, ) 

Wright, Shirley Harold 

Zicree, Reuben 


Finat Examination. 


Fhe following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 3rd and 4th of November, 


Colling, John Joseph 

Cook, Benjamin Mason BA., 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Crofton, Henry 

Crosby, Ernest James 

Crowther, Charlie 

Oulver, Frederic Stanley 

Dashwood, Henry Thomas Alex- 
ander, B.A. (Oamb.) 

David, Walter Powell 

Davis, Richard Creak 

Driffield, Edward Bowles 

Duckworth, Percival Suthers 

Ellis, Hubert Kdward 

Eustace, Frederick 

Kvans, David Rudolf 

Feiling, Cecil 

Flowers, Herbert 

Foot, Isaac 

Fort, JoBn 

Fowler, William Thomas 

Freeman, Horace John 

Garnett, Harold Gwyer 

Garrett, Henry Grimshaw 

Gates, Ernest Digby 

Gedye, Reginald Edward Lower 

Gibert, Junu Clifford Wilson, B.A 
(Uxon.) 

Gill, Frederick William 

Glanfield, Frank Glanvil 
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Bichardson, Frederic Henry 
Gray, Leonard, B.A. (Uxon ) Richardson, John Houtton 
Greene, Kenneth Wollaston Ritchie, Joha Basil 
Grice-Hutchinson, George William Robinson, Ernest Edward 
Griffiths, Edward, B.A. (amb ) Rodway, George William 
Groebel, Christian Rose, Thomas Whateley 
Halliley, Obarles Elton Rossiter, William frederick 
Hargraue, William Henry Robert Rothery, Joseph Newton 
Harris, Bishton Gordon Saxelbye, Harry Leicester 
Hayward, Reginald Curtis Saxzlbye, John Saxelbye 
Healy, Jobn Daniel Scott, George Reginald 
Heath, Percy Melville Seabroke, Ciaude 
Hil, Gcorge Berke‘ey Sedgwick, Walter, B.A. (Camb.) 
Hind, Lawrence Arthur, LL.B. Sergeant, Henry Finney 
(Camb.) Simpson, Gerald Hemploe 
Hodson, Frederick Robert Sims, Augustus Frederick 
Ho ner, Edwin, B.A. (Camb ) Singletoao, Richard Kirkby 
Howard, Ernest Slater, Henry Jamas 
Howlett, Francis Keeling Sla’er, Joan Cyrus 
Iles, Arthur Joha Hitcuman Slatter, Hanry John Brandis 
Jennings, Francis Henry Saith, William Fran:zis 
Johnson, Harold Charles Stock wood, John Archur 
Joves, Harold 1’Anson Scons, Archur, B.A. (Osmb ) 
Kemp, Haro.d Bsnjsmin Stratford, Harold George 
Knigbt, Athro Uharles Swallow, Francis Henry 
Lee, James Edmund Taylor, Harold Isaac, B.A. (Oxo2.) 
Lewis, Arthur Griffith Tee, Olarence Wilfred 
Lloyd, Arthur Cobbald Thomas, Heary Jonn 
Longrigg, Gsorge Kdmuad, B.A. Thomas, William Braca 
Camb. Thompson, Algeraon Alfred Oank- 
Marshall, Vernon Evelyn rien 
Meada-Kiog, Georgs Uyril, M.A. Thompson, John 
(Uxon.) Thoraoley, Ernest James 
Middleton, Richard Noel T sswill, Maurice Jutiaa 
Morgan, William Swancott Trudgett, Rich:rd Harold 
Moulton, John Ieaac Tufnell, Cecil Sydney Pearse 
Murtoa- Neale, Douglas William Vaughan, Frederick Olifford 
Has'ings Verey, Henry Edwa:d, B A., LL.B. 
Nicholls, Ernest James (Camb ) 
Nickinson, Jesse Ailan Verrall, William James Egerton 
Nutt, Reginald John Charles Wainwrigh’, Arthur 
Ogilvie, Francis Dashwood Walter, Wiitliam Morten, LL.B. 
Oiding, Montague Toplady (London) 
Uwen Hugh John Webb, Francis Frederick Charles 
Page, William Walter Keightley Weekes, Giibert Terrell 
Parser, Reginald Frank, B.A. White, Richard Pratt 
(Uxon.) Whitfield, Lewis Lincoln 
Parry, John Simuel Wilks, Philip Eardley 
Pearce, Mayburne McGregor Williams, George Clark, B A. (_on- 
Peto, Lawrence Christian don) 
Quiggin, Arthur John, LLB. Williams, Mervyn Granville 
(Victoria) Williams, William Price 
Ram, Ernest Arthur Woolley, George John 
Rawlins, Howard St. Georg, Wybroo, Edgar Harry 
Keddy, John Pierse Youvg, Syduey Norman 


Godfrey, Jesse William 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupsyts’ Denatine Socrery.—November 25.—Chairman, Mr. 
G. Herb:rt Head.—The s.ibject tor debste was: “That this House 
spproves of the official ho-tility towards motor-care.”” Mr. Barrett 
opened in the affirmative, Mr. F. A. V. Morse opened in the negative. 
The following members also spoke: Messrs. Oornock, A. W. Butler, 
Pleadwell, Stiebel, Harnett, W. A. Jolly, Harold Pollock, Tebbutt, 
Kennard, H. ©. Myers, John Rendell, Fetes, A. F. Clarke, Clapham, 


Hooper, and Duder, and Mr. Barrett rep'ied. ‘The motion was carried by 
tar @ vo es. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Commissioner Kerr. 
Mr. R. M. Kerr, formerly judge of the City of London Qourt, died this 


Week at the age of eighty-one years. He was called to the bar in 1843. 
In 1860 he was appoiated Commissioner of the Uentral Crimiaal Court, 
but resigaed this appointment in 1891. About the same time he became 
judge ot the Oity ot London Oourt, and held this post tor forty-two years. 
At that time, says the Zimes, the businers was carried oa in a compara- 
tively small room in a very small building. This was rebuilt some years 
4go at an expense of £24,000, and the cases are now heard in two of the 
best courts im the country. At the time of bis election the staff consisted 
of tue registrar, seven assistant clerks, a high bailiff, aud nve officers, 
Whereas, at the time of bis retirement, the business necessitated the 
Presence of the registrar, an assistant-registrar, twenty-one assistant 
clerks, @ high bailiff, and thirteen subordinate officers. A shorthand 
Writer was appointed by the Corporation in 1893. In 1860 the number of 
actions heard was 9,97(), the fees paid were £4,265, and the amount sued 
lor was £32,911. The fee income of the court at the time of bis reure- 
ment was about £20000 a year, the amount sued for about £200,000 a 
Hage and the number of actions brought averaged about 32,000 a year. 

t. Oommiseioner Kerr retired ia 1901, it was staved at the time of his 





retirement that he had declined the offer of a baronetcy which the Governa- 
ment were preparei to confer upon him in recogaition of his long and 
usefal service. A bust of him, which was ——— to the Corporation of 
London by his daugater, was soon after his retirement placed in the City 


of London Court. 
Mr. William Clowes. 


We regret to learn that Mr. William Clowes, for many years a Ohancery 
Registrar, died on the 25tn inst. Mr. Clowes in nis best days was an 
exccllent registrar, thoroughly conversant with all the work of his office. 
He was on: of the editors of the 5th edition of Seton on Decrees, and was a 
frequent contributor to the pages of this journal. He retired from his 
offive several years ago, aud for nearly seven years previously to his death 


-had euffered trom ilimees. 


Mr. Alfred Rawlinson. 


Mr. Alfred Riwlinson, of Hurstmead, Eltham, until recently taxiog- 
master of the Supreme Court, died on Monday last at Bognor after a short 
illnes+, in his seventy-tirst year. He was vest known to the public and 
the legal world as a chancery master, having been appointed cnief clerk in 
the Chancery Division of the High Court by the iute Vice-Ohancellor 
Malins in 1869, a post he held for nearly thirty years, when, in 1893, he 
was appointed a taxing-master by the Lord Chancellor, which position he 
ably tilled until bis retirement, owing to ill-health, in November, 1900. 
Mr. Rawlinson was remarkable for the way ia which his work absorved 
him, the interests of the suitors and tne public service being ever, ia a very 
marked degree, bis tirat consideration. He spared neither time nor 
trouble in assisting the parties who practised before him officially, and by 
whom he was greatly regarded, as well as by a large circle of friends. He 
married Fanuy, dauzhter of the late Mr. William Verey, in 1860, but sne 
predecsased him in April, 1901. 


Mr. R. E. Cunliffe. 


Mr. Robert Ellis Cunliffe, solisitor, died at his residence, The Croft, 
Ambleside, Windermere, on Tuesday. He was the son of Mr. Thomas 
Potter Caunliffe, s 1 citor, of Manchester. He was admitted a solicitor ia 
1871, and was a partner in the firm of Cunliffes & Greg, of Manchester, 
until he retired a tew years ago and went to reside on tne estate he had 
purchased at the head of Windermere. Mr. Canliffe was formerly well 
kno#n as a patron of music in Manchester, but his chief interest was in 
his fine collection of Ruskin books and drawings. With amp means and 
leisure, in his retirement these treasares were ly added to, aud when, 
says the Manchester Guardian, after the death of Mr. Ruskin, an opportunity 
offered of still further increasing the collection of Mr. Ruskin’s drawings, 
Mr. Cuuliffe wa; able to make it probably the. most perfect and valuaple 
in the country. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Sie Ronert Frixtay, A.G., has been elected Treasurer of the Middle 
Temple for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Buszarp, K C., has been elected Treasurer of ths Inner Temple 
for the ensuing year, in succsesion to his Honour Judge Willis, K.O. 


Mr, Justice Granruam has been e!ected Master of the Library of the 
Inner ‘Temple, in succession to Mr. Burz urd, K.0. 


Mr. Caurmaezt, K.O., and Mr. Brocpsn have been elected Benchers of 
the Midale ‘'emple in succession to the late Mr Joseph Browa, K U., and 
the late Jadge French, K U. 


General. 


The followicg, says the American Case and Comment, is the professional 
card of a We:t Virgiaia lawyer waose portrait, shewmg a typical African 
face, adorns the reverse of the card : “* Compliments of James Knox Smith, 
lawyer and jail robber. Practice im all the courts of Virginia and West 
Virginia. Keyst.ne, McDowell County, West Virgiam. I delight in 
defending tae poor and those whom I believe to bs innocent when my fees 
are secured. My motto is, quik collections upon all claims and prompt 
remittance made in cold bioud. Tae Bible says to prove all things and 
hoid fast to that which is good. Tnerefore, brethren, seck me early as 
your counsell:r, for know ye that evea the righteous caunot be saved 
winout an advocate,”’ 

Lord Just.cs. Vaughan Williams, says the St. James's Gezetie, noently 
remarkrd that he had received a communication from two members of toe 
junior bar as to the draugat over the counsels’ seats at the back of the 
vourt. Mis lordship saia it was absolutely me cossary to have ventilation, 
as it was injurious to sit in a crowded court with no ouvlet for bad air, 
Lord Robersé cecil, K.0, said an electric fan would be found very usetul 
for venUlating. Lord Justice Vaughan Wiliams satd be wourd be iuclimed 
to grant a parent for an effec.ive method of ventilating in a Dulding. Air. 
Fietcoer Moulkon, KU, remarked that the air coming into the court 

assed iu its last stages through a chamber waere the dust was swept. Ar, 
Sastion Vaughan Williams said they would see what they could do ia the 
matter. - Probably is would ba something on the limes suggested by Lord 
Robers Cecil. 


In reply to a question in the House of Commons, on Wednesday, on the 
Penruddocke case Mr. Akers- Douglas eaid : My attention has been called to 
the case, but it is not one in which I have any jurisdiction, nor can I 
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‘express any opinion on the course which the judge thought fit to adopt. To One-half 4 & on Mortgage; lady aged 53. Solicitors, Messrs. cual 
The matter was entirely in the judge’s discretion, as the Act pteodie ~ Bartram, & Oléfield, Londen. 

the that can be inflicted in such a case fixes wide limits Percalated To GAD 5 laty gee Se. * Eamon, Dovid Rawk, E a, Lenton. 

to a suitable penalty for every case. The penalty on indictment matte a eee go of £256 per annum; gentlemay 


may be anything up to £100, or may be a sentence of imprisonment not 

two years, either by way of alternative or ia addition to the fine. 

The only alteration which would appear to be suggested is to the effect of 

Bree by bejalatio a a or minimum penalty of all cases. This could only be 

; and not only would it be sure to operate most unjustly 

pager Aa cases, eect the principle of fixing minimum penalties is contrary 
to the whole tendency and practice of modern legislation. 


The daily papers have been full of anecdotes of the late Mr. 
Commiesioner Kerr. Among them are the following : To a suitor he said, 
‘* Never go to law under any consideration whatever. You had much 
better lose your money than go to law. Asarule, it only puts money into 
the pockets of the lawyers—the very worst possible way in which money 
can be epent.’’ Other sayings attributed to him were the following: 
** Always put your bargains into writing. Pens are cheap, ink is cheap, 
and paper is cheap. People contradict each other so much that by and by 
every commercial transaction will have to be reduced to writing. When 
you go to buy a penny loaf even, you will have to take an order for it in 

to prevent a con ction arising.’’ ‘‘ The moment that you, a 
» land at Dover you ara supposed to know the whole law of 
Eng) nd—which nobody I know ever knew.’’ ‘* King David said in his 
haste ‘ All men are liars.’ If he had been sitting here for forty years as I 
have done he would have said it in his leisure.’”’ ‘‘If you have a good 
case you are fafe with a judge If you have a bad one you always have a 
chance with a jury.”’ ‘‘The law of England is an admirable institution ; 
it is wonderfal how it contributes to every kind of fraud uncer tte sun ” 








Piece Turoat Ineiration ann Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 

prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 

nell suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the ‘throat. Sold only 

ie labelled tins, price 73d. and 1s. Hs. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homco- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 


Wanxurne to Inrenpixe Hovse Prrcuaszrs anp Lesszxs.—Before pur- 
ps necye Bag Beare renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 

Reported upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. 








Established 
27 years. Telegrams: Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
minster.—[Apvr.] 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora ov Reoisrzans ww ATTENDANCE OF 
Date Emuezozscr Apres - one Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
= Rora. No. Kexewicn. Bress. 
-- 1 Mr. Greswell Mr. getee Me. Carrington Mr. Theed 
oa Church =a — Beal Th A a 
8 Parmer Te soningten 
<5 w # Yeas a Ts d 
. 5 . ee 
6 Theed BR. Leach Beal W. Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Farwt.t. Bucx.er. Jorcz. Swisres Eavy. 
1 Mr. King Mr Church Mr. Jackson Mr. Beal 
2 Parmer Gresvell Pem Carrington 
3 King Church Jackson R Leach 
4 Parmer Gresvell Pemberton Godfrey 
5 King Chureh Jackson Pemberton 
6 Pemberton Jackson 








The Property Mart. 
Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


Dec. 9,—Messrs. Biterey & Co , at the Mast, at 2:-Fimsbury Perk: Eetimated rental 
3 Let at £36 per annum. Hoxton : Let at £36 per annum, 


£55 per amnum, Solicitor, EZ. M, Lazarus, 


Dee 4—Mesers. H. EB. Poxrex & Cussrizio, af the Mart, at 2:— 
REVELSIONS 
Lo Ove-thied of » Tract Eatatr vains £3,900, io Waterworks Stock, &c.; lady 
Po One-touch. of £11408 Cenacle, npg age —~“¥ Boli Messr 
o torr, 
y ci 6. Adams & 


To One teirs of £7,797 India 2) Cent Stock ; lad e470. Bolici 
A per iy ag tors, Mern-s. 


To a Urtets of a Trost Fund value £23,600 in Mortgage Securities and B 
Mock, &e.; lsdy aged 41. Solutors, Meaws James, Mellor, & & Gdemes, 
To a Freebold House at Clif Bristol ; lad 04 63, Bol a 
r ton, y ag icitors, Messts, Bruse 
To £400; lady 


ages 71 and lady aged 44; sino to am Annuity of £100, able t 
Guring the lifetame of the above two ladies. : Peiicltor, 


— 
“lew ‘held, bartcum, 


- 


-B. . 


= Fram, Pand valine £26 
#2 eurvive him, ppd ly pone 


| 


Sitheia, Lenton 


(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 





Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep 1x CHaNcERY. 


4. C. L. Synpicatz, Luorgp —Creditors are poise on or before Jan 2, to send theif 
ames and addresses, and particulars of tl debts or claims, to Augustus Edwig 
Hibberd, 80, Coleman st 
British Motos Tractioy Co. Limirep—Petn for winting up, presented Nov 18 directed 
to be heard Dec 2. Baker & Co, Cannon st, solors for 3 Notice ~ pPpearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in af.ernoon of D 


Cc. dy Synpicate, Lunrep (rx LiqurpatTiox)—Creditors are required, on or rand Dec 81, 
t> send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E, de 
Rodakowski, 11, Saint Helen’s pl 
Grose Miverats Exeroration Co, yw Ye are ree: on or before Jan 18, 
to send thetr names and addresses. aud t particulars of their debts or — to 
— William Ca:r, 110, Cannon st. Thorne & Welsford, Gracechurch st, solors for 
quidator 
Lawye-Fox & Co, Limtrzp —Creditors are required. on or before Jan 5. to send their names 
addrewes, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert John Sissons, 9, Austin 
friars. Robinson & Stavnard, Eastcheap, solors for liquidator 
Lonoos MarcayTILe Association, Limitep—UCreditors are required, on or before Jan 3, 
to send ther names and addresses, and the ay a their debts or claims, to George 
Sohn Hakewill, 24, Austin Friars. Parker & Richardson, New Broad at, solors w 
liquidators 
MANCHESTER AND car ERPoot Teissrort Co, Limirep—Petn for wied up, yoomalet 
Nov 14, heard Dec2. Field , Lincoln’s - fields, for Thorneley & 
Cameron, Foowich at Liverpool, soloss for peters. Notice of appearing must reach 
above-named not later than 6 o’cleck in the afternoon of Nov 26 
a ry Moror ee Lourep—Petn for winding up, naga Nov 18, directed to be 
Dec Vallance & Co Lombard House, , Lombard st, solors, 
otis 0 of apparing must reach the above-named not later thon @ 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
Moss Sipe ano Distaict Consesvative Ciop, Lintrep—Creditors are required, on 
before Dec “A to sena their pames avd »ddresses, and the particulars of their debts « ot 
claims, to a/bert Grierson, 18, Bootn at, Mosley’ st, Manchester 
Oaven’s, Liairep—Creditors are required, on or before Jau 7, to send their name: and 
ney and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Hood, 41, Castle st, 
iverp 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 25, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liairep mm CHancesr. 


Bataam axp Tootisa Newspapers Co, Limirep—Peta for winding up, presented Nov 
2). directed to be heard Dec 8, at.the Uourt Houss, Wandeworth. James, 60, Lincoln's 
inn fields, solor for petner Notica of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 7 

Copgipar Hart Pine Cray anv Maat Co, Limirzp —Creditors are required, on or before 
Dee 24, to send th-ie names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, t 
Percy Sigson, 42, Spring gdns, Manchester. Rigby, Maachester, so!or for liquidator 

Grovcesrer, Bantry, awp Livarroot Steausaie Co. Liuitep —Creditors are required, 
oa or before Jan 15, to send thetr names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to T. Soaks Fogg, 15, Fenwick st, Liverpool. Weightman & Co, 
Liverp2ol, soloss for liqui 

Rarip CiscotaB ayD Somes Co. Liurtzp —Creditors are required, on or before Die 
14 to send their pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
J Peter B yao, Church Entry, Carter la 

Vetvart Co. opr eenage for wiadiog up, presented Nov 22. directed to heard Dec 9, 
Bilney, Temple ch solor for petner. Notice of acpearing must reach the above- 
named not later ane 6 o’clock in ths afternoon of Dec 8 











Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day ov Crain. 
London Gaxette,—Fripay, Nov, 21, 
Bancow, Janae, Bcotle Dec 24 Cooper v Benson, Registrar, Liverpool Wright, Vook st, 


po? 
Paewon-buewsren, Ronvnt Anaawam Brawsren, Chester sq Lec 31 French Brewster 


Vv Watson, Josce,J Todd, York bldgs, Aceighi 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day ov am 
London Gasette,—Fuinay, Nov, 21, 
Bickwetox, Francis, Middlesbrough, Hotel Manager Dec 10 Alderson, Morpeth 
Britam, Banan E117, Dronfield, Derby Jan 1 Alderson & Oo, Shefiield 
Brnowan, Catneninn Evtmx, Wandsworth Dec 24 Fardell & Canniog, Mitre chmias 


empe 
Basonut, Hesmierra Connesir, Bumex pl, Regeat'spk Deo Pike & Oo, Old Burling* 





ton 
Canmex, Caruenina, Waterloo ri 10019 Dillon & Cutting, Waterloo ra 





Nov. 29, 1902 : 
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Canren, Jauns, Preston, ar North Shields Dec 22 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

Canver, WITLIAM, Castlemorton, Worcester, Lic2nsed Victualler Dec 8 Whitley & 
Tsase, Gt Malve-:n 

Cawrsogxe, James, Hove Dec 3) Williams, Brighton 

Cxovter, TimoTHy, James st, Covent Garden, Fruit Salesman Jan 1° Nicholson & 
Crouch, Surrey st, Strand 

Cranxe, Atics, West Bridgford, N.tts Marsh1 Green & William", Nottingham 

Couns, Toomastne Dec $i Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Coopg, Parervat, Polapit Tamar, Devon Des 3t Bhilsore & Co, St Austell, Cornwall 

Davias, Eowis Wirx1am, St Paul's rd, Canonbury Jan1 Todd & Co, Chancery lo 

Evans, Mariuew Pexxeratner, Mincing Im, Merchant Jan7 Stephenson & Co, Lom- 
bard st 

Foorp, Joux Ross, Rochest2r, Contractor Jan 15 Arnold & Co, Rochester 

Forpes, Jauzs Epuuxp Stuart, Hemel Hempstead, Herts Jant Robinson, 8: Albans 

Garzs, Euzanon Manta, Petsrborough Dec3 Percival & Son, Peterborough 

Gares, Hexny Prarsoy, Peterborsuzh Dec8 Percival & Son, Peterborough 

Gort, Ex1zaneTs, Rawdon, nr Leeds Dec8 Sharp, Bradford 

Goutp, Fraxcts, Neweq, Lincoln’s inn, Barristerat Law Dee 31 Gould & C»omb:, Sheffield 

Govtp, Harxiet, B:ent Knoll, Somerset Dec19 Bishop, Brilgwater 

Foorrr, Rosert, Weston eurer Mare Dec19 Robinson & Stannard, Ewtcheap 

Kivpte, Jawzs Wi11.1am, Congleton, Chester Dec 12 Reade, Congietoa 

Kiso, Daxter, Beckenh:m Shipowner Jan 15 Greening, Fevchureh st 

Lzxs, Eowanp, West Didabury, nr Marchesater Jan6 Sal2 & Co, Manchester 

Levert, Jawes Apsueap, Rowley Regis, St-ffs, Innkesper Dec 6 Cooksey, Old Hill, 
Staffs 

Lixtox, Joux, Baling Dec 3i Pike & Co, Old Barlingt n st 

Luiovp, Heway, Pitsford, Northampton Jan1 Wright & Co, Leamington 

Maxrizip, Witiiam, Thorpe, Suffslk, Farmer Dec 3i Bankes & Co, Bary &8t Elmuads 

Mawxcocn, Freperick Wittiam, St Leonard’son Sea Jan 1 Gaby, Hutiogs 

Mercatre, James, West Barton, nr Aysgarth, Yorks Dec31 Payne, Hull 

Mityzr, Eowanp, Northwich, Chester, Alka'i M nufacturer Dec 81 A J E Fietcher, 
Northwich 

Wixsox, Taomas Kixa, Nantwich, Chester Dec 20 Martin, Nantaih 

Noruix, Hanxau, Walton, Liverpool Dec19 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 

Norway, Rorent Hennent, Wa‘ton, Liverpsol Da219 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 

Noanis, Matruew Hesry, Weston super Mare Jan3 Baker & Co, Weston super Mare 

Parkinson, Ricnano, Little Eccleston, Lancs Dec 17 Caulter, Fleetwood 

Perry, Saran, Rowley Regie, Staffs, Innkeeper De>6 Cvooks:y, Old Hill, Siaffs 

Pace, Dorotuy, Houghton le Spring, Durham Dec 22 Lgg2 & Miller, Hoagh‘on le 
Ep iog 

Futter, Canistorner Cuotmetey, Victoria st, Westmi:ster Dic 22 Wigan & Co 
Victoria Embankme at 

Barcurrs, Joux, Connah's Quay, Flint Nov 2? Hughes & Hughes, Fliat 

Brao, Wittiam James, Teynham, Kent, G.ocer Dec20 Tassel & Sons, Favereham 

Rosixsox, Anrnug Maurice, Kaaresborough Des27 Mo'esworth & White, Rochda’e 

Sixxetr, Evizasern, Pembroke Dec 13 Jones, Haverf.riwest 

Biaren, Pansy, Mitcham Deo2) Wrenstead & Hind, Gt Trinity In 

Brexce, Many Eviex, Kaaresborough Jani Scott & Turnbu'l, Leeds 

Bruns, Jonny Witttam, Budderafield D2c 20 Wi'mshuret & Stones, Hadd srsfield 

Brernens, Many, Liverpool Dec 1 Waite /< Co, Boston 

Suro.irrs, WitttaM, Salisbury, Rhodesia, 8 Africa De>16 Hill & Co, Old Broad at 

Bvrnextanp, Exizavera, Bash Tqicknh'm Dec8t Savilge, Walbrook 

Tarion, Tuowas, Southampton Dee 24 Emanuel & Emanuel, 8.uthampton 

Tixpats, Eowanp, Kaapton, Yorke Jan 8 Turubull & Son, Scarborough 

Tasicorr, Ricwanp, Plymouth, Mason Deol Shelly & Jubns, Plymouth 

Wrermey, Baran, Ashton under Iyne Jan 2 Bottomley & Son, Ashton under Lyne 

Wutranact, Hanniart, Welshpool, Montgomery Deo8 Woosnam, Newtown 

Wiuttame, Josern, Catwell, Sampford Brett, Somerset Dao 5 Joyo? & Oo, Williten, 
Somerset 

Woon, Rowrar, Armley, Leeds Deo 8t Cranywick, Leeds 





London Gasetie.—Tusspay, Nov. 8. - 


Avstis, Grorct Goopz, Tunbridge Wells Jan 12 Tyler, Cl ment’s inn, Strani 

Ayeroy Ex.es, North Shields Dec22 R & R F Kidd, North Shields 

Biro, Goprrey Bettyse Halifax, Carpet Manufactuver Dee $1 Marshal’, Halifsx 

Brapiey, €aegan. Blackburn Dec 29 Marriott, Blackburn 

Beiputr, Hexey, Rotherhithe New rd Dee 24 Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 
Quean st 

Brooxs Mary, Rochdale Dec 81 March & Co, Rochdal: 

Burpert, Exwa Wrxe, Sevenoaks Dec15 Knocker & Co, Sevancaks 

Campsett, Susan, Paddiogton Jan9 Sarr & Co, Abchurc’ In 

Caxnixctos, Axx Goop, Weston, nr Bith Jam3 Stone & Co, Bath 


Coceax, Ronert, Wakefield st, Branswick sq, Salesmin Dec 20 Kisg & Mc Villin, 
Bloomsbury sq 


Congn, Anrauam Moses, Eaxtboutae De>31 H 8 Harris & Co, Coleman at 
Coremay, 4trrep, Ealing, Surgeon Dec29 Miler & Co, Savi'e raw 

Cosmann, Jony, King st, Tower hill, Hairdresser Dec 27 Morr's, Walbrook 
Crosstry, Jous, Redcar, Yorks, Builder’s Merchant Jan1 &Sprz, Middlesbrough 


Curry, Roneer, Cullerssats, Northum>srland, Builder Dec 20 Dickiasox & Co, North 
Shields 


Dates, Saran Any, Kearby, Yorks Dec3| CJ & A EB Newatead & Co, Otley 


Dusy, Tuomas, North Shields, Licensed Victualler Dec 22 R & BR F Kidd, No-th 
Btields 


Dunster, Jesters, Retford, Notts Dec20 Wilson, Sheffisld 

Esouisn, Josers, Weaste, Salford Dec 25 Brett & Co, Manch ster 

FarrsrotTarer, Cueistoruer, Hyde, Chaster, Bricklayer Jan 24 Hibbart & Weatdr> ak, 
Manchester 

Fizip, Grorce, Worthing, Baker Jani Verrall, Worthing 

Freemay, Tomas, Blackpil, Glam Jan1 Cox, Swansea 

Goruam, Craatorrs, Preston, ar Brighton Dec3i Boxall, B-shton 

Grecson, Atice, Lostock Hall, Lanes Dec2) Wari, Preston 

Hoveate, 8asau, Gt Danmow, Essex Decl3 Wode & Co, Dunmow 

Hurst, Rey Francis Tuomas, Scarborough Jan1 Harland & Son, Bridlington 

Hounst, Rors, Scarborough Jani Harland & Son, Bridlington 

Lees, Axx, Prestwich, Lanes Des 183 Dizon & Linnell, Manchester 

Maney, Haney Leas, Portman st, Portmansq Dec26 Olivant, Eavicheap 

Maxrrn, Joux, Wadebridge, Cornwall, Iron Founder Dec 22 Bilis, Wadebridge 

Maxwe.t. Heyry, Autia Fiiars Dec3i Alsop & Co, Liverpool 


_Moxais, Tiworny, Erdington, Warwick D.c22 Wright, Birmingham 


Nei, Ronsxt Row.ey, Kingston upon Hall Feb 1 Middlemiss & Paarc>, Kingston 
upon Hull 


Newsout, Jane Mania, Winchester Jani Warner & Kirby, Wiechester 


Newnorr, Rey Wituax Hevny, Paulerspury, Northamp'on Jani Warner & Kirby, 
Winchester 


Pawsox, Wicuram, Jarrow Jan5 Newlands & Newlands, Jarrow 
Porriestoxe, Joux Tuomas, Plymoath Dec 31 Barrett, Plymouth 
Rovgrts, Wittram. Pontblydden, nr Mold, Flint, Physician Jani Roberts, Mold 


Roninsox, Natuayx, Gaisford st, Kentish Town, JP Jan 10 Taylor & Taylor, New 
Broad st 


Root, Troms, Royal Leamlagton Spa, Warwick Dec 22 Stocktam & Soas,Banbary 

Ryprnr, Ross Cunistixa, Richmond, Yorks Dect Harris & Co, Coleman st 

Sueraeno, Mania, Whitehavea, Cumberland Dec 23 Thompson, Whitehaven 

Sryvies, Tnovas Hewry, Long Ditto, Surrey Deo 3i Harris & Co, Coleman et 

Tavayn, Josera, Bawdley, Worcester Dec 2) Glaisyer & Oo, Birmingham 

Tuouas, Crema, Melling, ar Liverpool Jan1 Weightmaa £Ca, Liverpool 

Tnrowrsox, Many Ayw, Brighton Dec?i RBustell & Mackay, York 

Tivstry, Jave Avie, Sutton Deo Sl Spencar & Oo, Ques at, Cheapside 

Tacumasy, Mano, 8.u‘h Hampsteed, MD Jan 81 Gush & Co, Fiasdury clrous 

Toran, Susayxiu, Lakenham, Nerwich Dec 20 Daynee, Norwich 

Waanoanve, Gronar Eowann, Ravensbourne, Dunedin in Otago, New Fuland Jaa 1 
Chalioder & Herington, Hastings 

Waxn, Cuantorre, Bath Jan10 Simmons & Oo, Bath 

Waren, Banau Berura Marouraerra, Li ge, Balgiam Dee 22 Mowll & Mowl, Dover 

Warsox, Rear Admiral Benoss, OVO Jani? Tyler, Glement’s tan, Strand 

Wwirrnean, Buwa Canotirn, Reading Deo 25 Martin & Martin, Reading 

Woovwann, Brxvamx, Wolverhampton Deodt Hungreare & Heaton, Birmingham 

Wooowann, Carnenmne Bircanrva, Wedeesbury Deo 2) Bargreave & Heaton, Bi. 
mingbam 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asprrsox, Apa Hewny, Ulverston, Baker Barrow ia 
Furn-ss Pet Oct2? Ord Nov 17 uf. Ditetaet 


Liverpool Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 19 
Brooxe srrenrtT Heney, Manchester, 
t Manchester Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Curr, Fraxcis Antnur, Birmiogham, Leather Manu- 
facturer ham Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 18 

Dicxixsos, Hesry Wittramson. Leeds, Cycle Dealer 
Leeds Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 17 

Dossox, Grorciva Addioghem, Yorks, Refreshment 
bf zr Readford Pet Novi? Ord Nov 17 

Darsxwater. Fosrrt Enwarp, Birstall, Yorks, Jviner 
Dew-bury Pet Novi8 Ord Sov 18 

Evaxs Grirritn —— Carnarvon, Bat:her Bangor 
Pet Novi8 Ord Nov 18 

a Jous Samuvet, Walsall, Fruiterer Walsall Pet 

Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 

Gattacueer, Perer, and Josera Gatiaczer, &t Hel.n's, 
@roc-te Liverpool Pet Nov 17 .Ord Nov 

Garey, Lippeit, Bowness on Solway Cumberland, Peat 
Manufacturer Carlis'e P-t Nov18 0O.d Nov 18 

Haxen. Sauvet, Sabden. nr Whalley, Lancs. Beerhouse 

ee Blackburn Pet, Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 

Hamp, Witt1ax, Leebotwood, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Hxegrract, Roseet, Wickhamford, nr Evet+am, Market 
Gasdener Worers'er Pet Nov18 Ord Noy 18 

How err, Rosest, Gravesend, Barge Owner Roches‘er 
Pet Uct 23 Urd Nov 17 

Jort, CHaRuEs Avaustvs Newcastle 01 Tyne. Auction2er 
Newcastle on Pet Nov 17 Ori Nov 17 

Keusatt, &ypxgy Epwazp, Barslem, Staffs Colour Manu- 


Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 

Ksow tox. Harry, Bateher Rochester Pet 
Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Lausx, Cuartrs Watrorp, Kidderminster. Boot Maker 

r Pet Novl17 Ord Nov17 

Leveairr, Tuomas Dove ‘‘otz, Chancery ln, Auctionser 
Heh Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 8 

McHveu, Jous Tomas, South Shields, poe New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Ort 29 Ord Novi 

ALrsED ae Fenchurch - High Court 

Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 19 

Niceus. Cunistoruzr, Walsall, Grocer Wa'sall Pet 
Sovi5 Ori Nev 15 

Osmnop, UWxzxzy aig New Brighton. Chesbir2, 
— Manager rmingham Wet Nov 15 Ord 


Ose Hven Eaciesuau, Gracechurch st, Shipping Mer- 
chant Hign Court Pet O2t 23 Ord Nov 1 

Praxsos, Cuaries, Coventry, Engineer mean Pet 
Sov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Prarsox, Grorcz, Scredington, Litcs Boston Pet Nov 
18 Ord Mv 18 

Bocgrs Cuartes A, pam, Grocer Chelmsfori Pet 
Oct 24 Und Nov 17 

Boriz, Joss Tarton, Dresden, Loge. Grocer Stoke 
upoa Tient Pet Novt7 Ord N 

@arceast Saucer Nevar, Wasdgobe chmbrs, Doctor's 

igh Court Pet Aug 


‘Xommons, Worllen Merchant 
8 Ord Fov 18 

Sx. a @11114m, Grantham, Tob :cconist Nottingham 
Pet Nové Ord Nov 19 

Farion, Grorox, (ardiff, Ft'er Cardiff Pet Nov 18 

forse T. ~ Staplefonl, Notts D-aby Pet N 
Le, Tnoxas, lef» 0% 2 ov 5 
Ord Nov ‘7 

Watcer. Atreep Evwanv, Salfori,Grocar Salford Pet 


Ora Nov 18 
Watracz, mee Boiton, Hairdresser Bolton Pet Rov 
17 Ord Nov 


Watizz, Sal ” Gapeee, Petersficlda, Han'‘s, Farmer 
Porwmouta Pa Nov it Ord Mov il 

Waris, Casstes Wriiiam. Margate, Butcher Canterbury 
fet Nov 1% Ord Nov 18 

Wruuizes W YP Toxting, Baida Wandsy.rth Pet Eept 
2% Ord Nov 18 

‘Woon Casares Peecrvat, Gt Yerm mth Boardi-g Home 
Meeger Gs Yarmouth Pet Novi7 Od Nov il 


FIRST MEBTINGS. 
Atzraxprez, Jous, Bedford M.v 29 at 1230 Off Ree, 
Bridge st North 


Aspenos, Avan Hrver. Civanten, Lancs, Baker Nov 
Bati2 wan Het, Ulverston 

Asvexsox, Nouns Mipo.etos, Harpurhey, Manches’er 
Greet Nov 2% at 2 Off Res, Byrom at, Maachester 

Asuworrn Atratv, Girmg rd, Bowes pk, © mmercial 
Traveller Mov 2% at 11.00 Off Rec, 95, Temple 
chaabrs, Templ+ av 

Agruce Jous, Norwich, Grex Nov 23 at 3 

Uff Rec, 6 Kiog st, Norwich 

Cuse20%8, ¥, Teigumon'h, Dev m Mov 2% at 215 County 

ort ‘ 


e l eohan 
Cox Alrean Cnnces, Cokemore, Worcester, Brewer Mov 
Bazit Off tee, WAvethawpton et, Lud ey 
Gaonsiss, AGdiogham nee Mote sdoment 
house K-eyer 


weeclat il Off Hec, 31, Manor row, 
Gattsourn, Perez ani Joscra Gattscnee % Helen's, 
haces, Gmemws Desiatz2m@ Off Mec, 25, Victoris st, 
Liverpod ; 
Gaze Cuanies, Postyorids, Confectioner Deciat3 1%, 
Merther T:4hi 
asp, Wrirsax *“Pearmr Dec 9 at 


10%) Of Kes, 42, & John shi, obrewed ebary 
Banver. Tateor, sees, Tovaccmiat Mov 2% at 12.20 


Ue im 
aw 2T en ane Gariner Nov 2 at 
ay meeaede Om He 


Ipptes, Witt1am Hosert, Stoke Orchard, = Gaitietne 
Nov 28 at4 County Court b dgs, Chelteah 
Sacxeem, Rosert Witiam, South Bank, po Plumber 
Dec 5 at 12,80 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middiesbrougno 
Joy, UHARLES AuGusTUS, Neweastle on Tyne, Auct onesr 
wad 23at1230 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle oa 
yne 
Knowtpen, Harry. Strood, Butcher Doc 8 at 12 115 
Bigh «t. Bochest:r 
mane: «Ley, Georce, Newton Froisham. Cheater, Farmer 
Dec 6 at 10.45 Court house, Palmyra sq. Warrington 
Castleton. Yorks Potato Merchant 


ff Ree, os Temole ehmbrs 

eal exitt THomas Dove Cort, Charc: 44 In, Au‘tioneer 
Declat1 Bankrup‘ce bidgs. Carey 

LzwinTHAL, ALBERT, Kirkd ile, Spain Nov 28 a$ 12.3) 
24, Rai-way app. “London Brid 

Lixesear, Ropert. Swansea, Tous Nov 28at 12 Off 
Re, 31, Alexanira rd, Swansea 

McHvuciu Joux Tuomas, South Shields, 7 ae 28 at 
12 Off Rec, 30, Mosler st, Newcastle on T; 

mons ‘ Aypeew James, Wo d Graen, Builder’ ‘ier 23 at3 

ff Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temp'e av 

since, per yt ag Salford. Coach Bailder 
Nov 28 a; Ree Bvrom st. Manchest-r 

QuITTENDEN, Bexsawis, sundri Kent. Bai'der Nov 28 
at3 ‘The Rose and Crown . Sevenoaks, Kent 

Sarceant, Samvet, Nevay, Wardrobe chmbra, Doctor's 
Comms, Wool'en Merchant Dec 3 at 12 Bantruptcy 
bldgs, C.rey et 

Saare, Jonw Avscet. Walker, Northumberland, Coal 
Merchant Nov 28 at 1130 Off Kec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Stanton SAMUEL BR ge Grocer Dec 3 at 3 Off 
Ree, 8, Albert ri, Middlesbrough 

Srapits, Gronoe Witt 14m Leicester Nov 28 at 3 Cff 

1, Berridge st. Leicester 
amr ¥ W. Birot eae Worcester Baildar De>1at 


il Corporation st, Birmingbam 
Taonser, "Soa Lang, Aberdare, Boot Dealer Nov 23 at 


eae S Merth: yr Tydfit 
Was, ¥ R, Bridge oh. Batimeee, Builder Nov 28 at 11.30 
24, Railway i. London B Bridge 


Witsos, Caar.es, Ubiswick, Builder Nov 28 at 12 Of 
Rec, 25, Temple chmbrs Temp!e ay 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Bexx Jozan Bowes on Windermere, Petoutent, Boot 
Maker Kendsl Pet Oci!8 Ord Nov 

Baars. Gitpeet, Kingswood, Glos, Budder Bristol Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Nov 17 

Baettincuam. L F, Gracechurch st High Court Pet Aug 
22 Ord Nov 17 

Brooxe Heasest Hexey, Manchester, Margarine Mer- 
chant Manchester Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

Ciagk, Beysamix Jous, Brixton, Builder Migh Court 
Pet Oct i Ord Oct 1 

Currozp, Taomas, Wilesden Geen High Court Pet 
depts Ord Nov 17 

Cvcearo, Artsce Dixawatt Forpyce, Aiasdele, nr South- 
port, Merchant Liverpool Pet Oct8 O.d Nov 19 

Davis Ge oeciaxa Vinoisia Peanrsos, Bedford Bedford 
Pet Nov 12 Urd Nov 19 

Dopsow, Groroisa, Addinghem. Yorks, Refreshment 
Hors: Keaner Bradfor: Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

Dainxwater Roserr Epwaxp, Bicstal!t, Yorks, Wheel- 
wright Dewsbury Pet Novi18 O:d Nov 18 


Eastox, Peecy Bottasp song, Engineer High Court 
Pet Sept 27 Ord Nov} 

Evaxye, Gairritu, Bethesda, "pa‘cher Bangor Pst Nov 18 
Ord Dov 17 

Fares, Georct Coomse Bassatt. Wi'ts, 
Bal'sbury Pet Ost 24 Ord Nov 17 

Fooiearpe, Nara.e, Highgate rd, Eagine Driver High 
vourt Pet Sep 15 Ord Nov 13. 

Fourssam Epwasp Tuomas, Lowestoft Gi Yarmoath 
Pet Och 24 Ord Nov 17 

Ganev, Lippect, Bowress on Solway. Camberland. Peat 
@iaoufactarer Carlis'e Pe: Nov18 Ord Nov ts 

Gages. Wittiam Peacy, maatiese, Pasnbcoker Brentford 
P.tdet15s O.4Nw 

Gairrrra. J HR, Brighton Brighton Pet July 22 Ord 


Nov 18 

Hakew. Seuver. Sablen, nr Whalley, Lancs, Rosdages 
Keapir Utiackburn Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 1 

Saseve, @xwest Crort Brizton, Liw Gintene High 


Engineer 


art Pet Octi5d Ord N vis 
Henitace. Boneat, Wickhamford, nr a pve Market 
Gardener Worcester Pet Nov 18 Ord Mov 18 
Joet, CHARLES AvaUsTUs, Newcastle 02 Tyne, ‘aastoneet 
Newcsast'e on Tyne Pet Novi? Ord Nov 17 
Ketsart, Svosey Eowaap, Buars'em, Staffs, - ut Manu- 
tacturer Haney Pet Nov18 Ord Nov} 
Kxrow.ves. Hanay, dtrood, Buicher headed Pet Nov 
17 Ord Novis 
Lees, Caaztes Watvonv, Kiddermins‘er, Boot Maker 
Kida Germine’er Pet Nov17 O d Nov il 
Leventrt, Tuomas Dove Coun, hag la, Ausonesr 
Higa Court Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 
Bicaccis. Cuawmrornce, Walsall, G ocer “Walesll Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 16 
Oxunon, Hexay Lewis New Brighton. Thestrical Maniger 
Birkesh-ad Pt Nov lb Ord Nov 16 
Panvy, = aan B,E.rom Wandsworth PetJane6 Od 
aug 
Pranson, Cuancns, Coventey, Engineer Ooventry Pet 
Novil Ord Novt 
Peansox, Gaoncn, agen Lines B ston Pet Nov 
Sevsm, Sone Yaaee en. Longton, Bioke 
TLe, dons AVIA, rocer A 
wpon Trent Vet Hones a Ora Nov 17 
Boor, Wittian Gurnwi«, and Thouas Hennear @corr 
Aa! aad timers Liverpool Pet Ut 26 ‘Ord 
ov 
Buanv, Joux ducoms, Walker, Northumberians, (al 
jam © encastle on Tyne Pe Mov 146 (Ord 
ov 











aad aaah Cardiff, Fitter Cardiff Pet Nor i 


Tuomas, £ W, Barnt Green. renee, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Oct17 Ord Nov 1 

Tupper, Eenest Du Sout, Geainingt id, nr Billingshurst, 
Sues:x, Farmer Brighton Pes Bept 18 Ord Noy ig 

Wacker ALraep ss S.lford, Grocer Balford Pa 
Novis Ord Nov 18 

Wauiace, Wittiam. Bolton, Hairdresser Bolton Pe 
Novl7 Ord Nov 17 

Wattes, Eexest Georce, Petersfield, Hants, Farme 
Portsmouth Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 

Watts, Cuances Wittiam Margate, Butcher Canterbury 
Pes Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Woon, Caanves Percivat, Gt Yarmouth, Boarding Hous 
Keeper a Yarmouth Pet Novi? Ord Nov 17 

Woottusy, Taomas. | age Commission Agen: Walsall 
Pet Novit Ord Nov 1 


Amended notic? substituted for that paint in the 
Loadon Gazette of Nov 
Lippratt, Josera Wiiiam, Upper Tooting Builder 
Wandsworth PetJuly7 Ord Oc} 


Amended mathe subatitutei for sp pblished in 
the London Gazette of Nov 7: 


Dunpas. Lawrence Cuantzss H M Pom, Maidstone, 
Governor, Maidstone Pet 03519 O:d Nov3 


Amendei notice substituted for that pevines in the 
London Gazette of Nov 1 


Barser, Frepericx, Morda, nor Owesey, Salop, Miler 
Wretham Pet Ost8 Ord Nov 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULL1D. 


Hocurs, Joux, Derwea Deg, Tregarth, Baugor, Quarry. 
maa Bangor Adjud Feb 28, 1894 Anau! Sept 16, 
1902 


Amended n»tic3 substiiuted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Nov 14: 


Keans, Groraima Auice, Granville rd, Eastbourne Ewt 
— aud Lawes Adjui Dec 17, 1897 Annu! Nové, 


London Gasette.—Tursoay, Nov 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atitarp. Esxoca, Fryaton. nr Castleford, York+, Co 
Deputy W-kefleld Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 23 = 


Bacnau, Onartes Josuva Staff rd. Hosiery Manufy- 
tarer Stafford Pet Nov 2t O-d Nov 21 

Barker, Witiiam, Moseley. Worcester, (asurance Agent 
Be hem Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Bay.iss, H, Southend oa Ses, Timb3r Merchant High 
Court Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 2) 

Baxrvors, Gronce, Garforth, Yorks, Farmer Wakefield 
Pet Nov2) Ord Nov 20 

Boora Hasey, Peckham. Bs Merchart High Court 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov2 

Beows, James Davey, ‘Cottingham, Feee Re 
Kings oo upon Hall Pet Nov2: ON 

Browns Joun, Colne, Lancs, Commision fama * parsley 
Pet Nov 22 Ori Nov 22 

Dassy, 4treep, and Hexeay Haenis Harais, Union row, 
‘tuwer bill, Ship Owao2rs Higo Vourt Pet Nov ® 
Ord Nov 22 

Davices, James Heaprorp, Graet, Worcester, Grocer's 
Assistant birmingham Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 2t 

pE Micag.u, Leoroip Joan Manners Godalming, Surrey, 

BuristeratLaw Godalmiag Pet Sept 27 “Ord Nov 2i 

Sense CHaB.ies James, Swansea, Commission Agen; 

Bwames. Pet Novzt Ord Nov 21 


Has, Wactee Samson, Arundel maas, Falhim rd, Stozk- 
broker High Court Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 2t 


Haneis, Joan, Barrow io Farness,  esasiad Burrow in 
Harness Pet Nov 2t Ord Nov2 
Harruey. Joun, Bradford, Boot Dealer Braiford Pet 


Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Harrox, Joux, Kweton, Hereford, mes Merchaat 
Leominser Pet Novil Ord Nov? 
Horton, Wit11aM. Ponydarrea. alee Tydfil, Greea- 
grower Merth:r Tydfil Pet Nov 20 Ord Now) 
Inuixowortn, Caaven, Bradford, Grocar Bradfurl Pet 
Nov vu Ord Nov 20 

Levy, Avraep, Littie Aliest, Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pot Nov 15 Ord Nov 20 

Lose, Martin, Scarborough, Vlerk Scarborough Pet 
Nov 3s Ord Nov 22 

Maysove WititaM Todos, Hants, Catsrer Portsm ath 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 2 

Muts. EB, Theobald's rd, Holborn, License Victuiller's 
Manager High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 22 

Min, Gronce C, Bast Molesey, Surrey Kioget»o, Surrey 
Pet Feo 12 ‘Ord Nov 41 

Mozaay, Taouas Eowaap pi E'ectrical Engiacer 
ehetiiela Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Mosoans, Joun, Lianfihasgel Yetrad, Cardigan, Labourer 
Carmarthen Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov ul 

Newros, Jarvis Baovanton, East peeklogten, Lioes, 
Builder Boston Pet Nov2) Ord N 

Paces, Heupan Atvaev, Iretead, Novtalk, Faroe 
Norwich Pet Nov 2¥ Ord Nov 22 

Pavey, Tuomas, Preston, Sussex, Uvotractor Brightos 
Ord Nov 20 

Povwren, Jous, Battersea, Builder Wandsworth Pa 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Res en. Many, Birstall, Parad Ironmonger Dewsbury 
Pe. Nov 2% Ord Nov 20 

Ricuanoson, Wittiam Heway Seuwoon, Cardiff, Groow 
cardiff? Pet Nov 40 Urd Nov 20 

Roveats. Rovest, Holyhead, Builder Bangor Pet Nové 


Urd Nov 21 
Ronenrs, Tuomas, Oathays, Cardiff, Feult Merchstt 
rdiff Pet Nouv 21 Ord Nov #1 
Rutie, Cart, i4e, nr Manchester, Furnituw 
‘Manufstueer Manchester Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov# 
Souivy, Joszrn, Fora st, Costume Manufacturer 
Pet Bovis Ord Mov 


~~ 
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Asyxovk, ger my Frank, New Windsor, Betks, Carver 
Windsor Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 


on Ans Shicley, South vmpton, Tailors Cu‘ter 
gouthampton Pet Nov22 Ord Nov 
Srewagp. Ava Mary, Gt Miweaden, Backs, 8p'nster 
Aylesbury Pet Nov2) Ord Nov 2 
Taouas, CHaAnLes Rorer, Yet minster, Dorse‘, Farm- 
Yeovit Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Warts. Tomas, Hockl+y, Birmingham, B.ker Birming 
nam Pet Nov2t Ocd Nov 2t 
Waicat, Wittiam Roseat yr Mansger Bir- 
mingham Pet Nov2i Ori Nov 
Wu1ams, Toouas Wowarp. wh ll F.iat, Bui'dar 
Chester Pet Nov2) Ord Nov 20 
amended 2 notics substituted for that pati dia 
the Load on Gazatte of Nov 11 
LewinTHaL, a Sydenham Greenwich Pet Nov 7 


Nov7 
- FIRST MEETINGS. 


Autagp, Enocu, Fryston. nr Castleford, Yorks, Colliery 
Deputy wecdat 1030 Of Rec, 6, Boni tar, Wate- 


Avpstey, Hexry Farpearox, Normnton, Licens3d_Vic- 
tualier Deo 3 at 11 Rec, 8, Bond ter, Wakefisid 

prune = H, Southend on Sea, Timber Merchant Dec at 
12 Baokruptcy bldégs, Care 

Beevors, Gzoace, Garfurth, Yous, Farmer Daz 3 at 230 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Besssn, Joun, Sparkbil, Commercial Travaller Dec 5 at 

174, Corp ration st Birmiogham 

on, Hersert Henry, Manches‘er, Margarine 
Merchant Dac 8 at 6.8) OF Rav, Brom si, Maa- 
chester 

Bosett, ALFRED Brapxacr, Whitacre, Warwick, Cycle 
Maker Wee 4atli 174, Corporation st, Bi-miagham 

Dazny, ALrrep, and Benry Harris Haeeis, Union row, 
Tower bil, Ship Owners Dec 4 at 11 Bankruptey 
bldgs, Carey st 

Davis. Geoedsiva Vircinta Pearson, Bedford Dec 2 at 
$30 Off Res, Bridge s+. Northamoton 

ry Seney WIviiauson Lauda Cscle Dealer Dec 

3ut3 Off Rec, 174, Vorporatioa st, Biemingham 

DaisxkwaTes, Ropert Epwanrp, Smithies Birstall. Yorks, 

Whe-lwright Dec 4 at 8 Of Ree, Bank chmbss, 





Batley 

Evays, Jonw Epwaep, Swausea De? 2 at12 Off Ree, 81, 
Alexandra roa1, Swansea 

Fens, —— Bolsover, Doty. Potato Seller Dac 12 at 1.30 
Angel Hotel, Chesterficid 

Fuserwoop, Witttam, Sparkhill, Worca:tw, Manyger De> 
4ati2 174, Corporation st. Biemingbam | 

Garey, Lippett. B>wnass on Sulway, Cumberland, Pea’ | 
Manufactuser Dec 8 at 12 Of Res, 34, Fisher at 


Carlisle 
Gaeex, Witttam Percy, Brentford, Pawabroker Dec 3 
at {2 Off Kec, 95. Temp'’e echmbrs, Temple av 
Hanrtiey, Jouy, Bradford, Boot Dealer Dec 6 at 11 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


ise * Watter. Northam; Commercial Clerk Dac 2 
atll Off Kao, Bedecet MW orthampton 
Meowamn, Cagu, Gt Grimsby, Fish Le me Dac 2? at it 
Off Res. 15, Osborae st, Gt Gri 
Hooper, bar gy Ulantris vin‘, Gin, Baker Dec 3 at 3 


133. High st, aferthyr fil 
I:utseworta, Caaves, Beadford. Grocer Dacdatil Off 
tiec, 31, Manor r>#, Bradford 
JesuBnum, ALBESTO Oxf ord st, Hosier DecSati2 Bank- 
raptcy bidgs, 
Jones, Reynoup, Dowiais. Glam, Collisr Dec ?at12 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tyddl 
Lewras. Tuomas Craexsox, Blackpool, Builder Dec 5 at 
8 Off R-c, 14, Carpal st, Prestoa 
Lycerr, Rotayp Atrrep, Wolstanton, Cyc'e Dealer 
Dec 2at 2.80 North Staff wd oo Stoke upoa Treat 
Maetix, Cartes FReperick, rf . Devonortt, 
Grocer’s Assistant Dec2atil Off Rec, 6, Atheneam 
t-r, Plymouth 
Morcays, Jouyx, Cwmeafanfach, L'anfihangel Yatral, 
Usrdigan, Labourer Dec3ati Off Rac, 4, Quzen st, 
Carmarthen 
Pass Joun Tuomas, Melbourne, Derby, Joiner Dec 2 at 
12 Off Res. 47, Fallst, Derby 


Peansos, Grorce, Soredia ton, Linss Dec4at 1230 Off | 


Kec, 4and 6, West st, Boston 
Renpee, 1 ane Birstall, Yorks, Ironmonger Dec 4 at 4 
Off Rec, Back chmbrs, Bat er 


Rovurievce Jou Porrs, —. Saute Dec 8 at | 


1280 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, C 


Borvs. Evizasern CATHERINE, aon Darby, Licensei 


ictnauer Dac 2 ly il Off Rec, Couaty chmbrs, 
Market pl, Stock po 
Scair. as fore mt, oom Manufacturer Dee 3 at 
it B nkraptcy bldgs, Carey st 
811 pono] Witiram, Bir oom, near Matlock Bath, Ioa- 
meeper Dec2at3.15 Off Res, 47, Fall st, Derby 
Sroxes, Coariss WitLtav. Heaton pottis, Lanes, Brisk- 
layer Dec 2 at 11.3) Off Rec, County chmbrs, 
Market p\. Stoctport 
Tart, Jouy THomas, Uttoxe‘er, Staffs, 
atil Off Rec, +7, Falist, Derby 
Watxwatont, Epwix Tuomas, Birmingham Covch Builder 
Dec 6 at 11.80 174, Vorporation st, Biemiogham 
Wacker, Atrare Epwars, Sa'ford, Groc r Dec 3 at 8 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Wa tace, Witttam Bo'ton, Tobacesnist Dec 2at3 19, 
Exchange st, bolton 
Watuss, Srvest Geonce Petersfield, Hants, Farmer Dac 
2at 8 Of Rec, Cambriige junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 
Wa tis, Coates Wituiam Margate, Butcher Dec 4a‘ 10 
Off Rec, 68, Jastie st, Canterbury 
Warteenouse, Wititam, F ton. Staffs, Iron Founder 
Dec 6atil The North-Western Hotel, S:ifford 
Woon, Caargtrs Percivat. Gt Yarmouth. Boarding hse 
Keeper Dec 9 at 1030 Mr Lovewell Blate’s Offic’, 
South Quay, Gt Yarmoth 


Fruiterer Dec? 





Gittiver, Wituias James. Moscler. Wi 


ADJUDIC ATION. ; 2 


Apors, Fetoretce, and Taowas wo Fieeion, North- 
Sh.e Manufacturers Northumptem Pet Oct 
nr Castleford Yorks, Colliery 
Deputy Wakefield Pet Nov 22 Ord Mov 22 
Avpstey, Hewey Freperice Normwitoa, L/cvesed Vic- 
tualler Wi eld Pet Nov 13 Ord f Nov 22 
Bacwatt, Cuartes Josnua, Staff Hes 
turer Stafford Pst Nov 2t Ord Nov 21 


seers by | . —_s Tras erchant Brighton 
ww 2 
Bartsoy, A Ff ay Kwg’s Lyna King’s Lynn Poet 
Sept 2 Ord Nor 22 


Begvors Gerorce, aay Yorks, Farmer Wakefield 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Best, Rosert Georce Moses Srart, Viveroool, Printer’s 
Machine Dealer Liverpool Pet i Ord Nov 22 

Baows, James Davey, ae ork:, Assistant 
Teacher Kingston upoa Q Pet Nov 22 Ont 


Nov 22 

Baows. Jou, C dae. Ya Comm‘ssion Agext Baraley 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Forestse CuaR.es Samus Swansea, Comnission Agent 
Swansea Pet Nov2i Ord Sor 2i 


P.t Nov 14 Ord Now 21 

Hayo, Wituiam, Leadatword. Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet Novi? Ord Nov 19 

Hanes, Joux Barrow ia Farases. S:ddler Barrow in Par- 
ness Pst Nov @i Ord Nov 21 

Baercey, Jouy, Sredtord, Boot Dasler Bradford Pat 
Nov@t Ord Nov zt 

Horros Wiiuas nomen, Geena “Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Nov2) Ord Nov 20 

Inurscworta Cravey. Beadfori, Grae Bradford Pet 
Nov x0 Ord Nov 2) 

Jzesvevm Atserto Oxford st, Hosier High Curt Pet 
Nov 15 Ord Nor 2) 

Levy, Atrasp, Little Alie st, ~~ Mavwulacture High 
“our; Pet Nov 6 Ord 

Lone. Martix, Scarb w ugh Clk. Gn trea Pet Nov 
22 Ord Nov 22 

Mayeove. Wituram, P wteea, Hints, Caterer Portsmou'h 
Pet Nov2t Ord Nov 21 

Morcan, Thomas Epowaro. Sreffisld Electricul Engineer 

mg - Pet Nov2) Ord i ‘ 
BGANS, JOBN, inangel Yatra: Gate, ibourter 
Cormarthea Pet Nov at Ord Nov 2 

Newrox. Jarvis Brorenrox, East H-etington, Line, 

‘ og —_ ~ Pes Nov 20 ag! ok = 

aTway, Jons Pater. ett vers, Dorset, 

Farmet Yeovil Pet Oci23 Ord Now 20 

Pace, Geuvan ye Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Nov #8 Ord Nov 22 

Poyyrer. Joax, Gatt-raee, Builder Wandsworh Pat 
Nuv 20 Usd Nov 29 ' 











NOW READY. | 


SOLICITORS’ DIARY, 


1908. | 


This old-established aud important | 
Annual is now universally recognized | 
as the most usefal | 


LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 
ever published. 








CHALMERS’ 


BANKRUPTCY ACTS, | 


AND COMMENTARY THEREON. 
FIFTH EDITION. 


! 
By M. MUIR MACKENZIE, ©, 78 m0Ux rxxvse 


and E, HOUGH, ™*""sac,s.tsakpar" | 


In Cloth, 25s. ; or for Cash with order, including 
carriage, %1s, 


The Work has been revieed, amplified, and brought dove | 
to September, 1902, It contains references to the many 
important decisions affecting Bankruptcy whith have been | 
Pronounced during the interval of six years since the last | 
Bdiion. The recently issued Rules and Forma relatiog ty 
Administration Orders under section 192 of the Act cf | 
1883 are also includ The Mdition is a com ey 
of all current Actes, Rules, avd Orcers relating to Bank - 
Tuptoy and Deeds of Arrangement, 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITE]aD, 


LONDON WALL, LONDON. 





ARTRIDGE:COOPER 


PARCHMENTS 


Of the Finest Quality. Specially felected 
Thick Skins. 


ALL PRINCIPAL SIZES IN STOCK, 
PLAIN, OR RULED & TEXTES. 


Perticulars of Prioes and Size on application, 


‘91 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





'The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


BY Siete AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
sate shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 


SHARE Crariricates, Depentrvars, &0., ved and 
printed, Orriciat Sats and 


Solicitora’ Account Books, 


‘RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agenta, &c., 
4, FLEET STREET, LONDON, B.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn) 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and "ied, 


—_—_—— 


NOW RBADY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE &. 
A Practical Handbcvuk to the Companies Acts, 


By Francis J. Gueey, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at- Lav, | 


NOW READY. 


LEGAL DIARY 


ALMANAG 


1903. 


CONTAINING 


Complete Legal Directory 
England and Wates. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commis- 


sioners for Oaths, and Law Agents 
acting for Foreign Parts. 


Recognized everywhere as the Best and 
Most Comprehensive Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 





Prices: 3s. Gd., 5s, Gs.. and Ss. 6&@, 
See Coe eae 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, LIM, 


24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, B.C. _ 









100 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, Nov. 29, 190% 


Ruxsper. Wany, Birstell, Yorks, Ironmonger Dewsbury 


ne anatase ote mel! VERRY WEATHERS’ 


Ropgars, Tuomas, Oathays, Caraif, Fruit Merchant 
Cardiff Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Roczrs (Cnartzs Atpis. Falham, Grocer Chelmsford SYSTEM OF 


Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 19 
Butte, Cast, Moss Side, mr Mancheeter. Furniture | 
Manufecturer Manchester Pet Novi3 Ord Nov 20 | fs De meee ! 
Exiseze. Perer, 8? icley. ag wy eh Tailor’s Cutter | i! Nk % 
Southampton Pet Nov22 Ord Nov ——. be as 
Srewanrp, Apa ag A. sea pte Busks Aylesbury | : et a P Ne 
Pot Nov 29 Ord N Wee Me ae to é: 
Sretextanp. WiLtiaAM ‘aan, Willesden In, Cc ntractor | iam ; ; at ns 
Bigh Court Pet Oct3 Ord Nov 19 ; sep es : PLS rr 
Severs, Jaws, Bradford, Commercial Stationer Bradford a Ra : ’ 
. Pet Hoy 4 wa ig tt ha » org : ‘ : R Pre ared 
HOMAS, “HARLES OPER, e‘mi” ° orset, arm P i rts 
w Manager —_ Pet — Ord —?e. ‘nies | j epo p 5 
A nmomas Bowarp, Ffen Ww, in ilder | : 
“a oe r es | . Water Found, 


Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Pumps Fixed, 














Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 11 : | 
ate =o Atsent, Sydenham Greensich Pet Nov 7 
uv 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Ncv 18: 


| 
| 
Bocpuaner. Jone Porm Calne, Cutwright — | FIRE PROTECTION 
| 
| 


Write reel Pamp hiet. 








ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., —o On up-to-date Principles. 
NEEDS HELP. 
Jd. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


Ou Enoixe anp Hatrizip Pump. 











ELECTRIC LIGHTING on Merryweathers’ Saie System, 


BAR EXAMINATIONS. saa 
ORAL (Prats ad is po CORRESPONDENCE. - M E RRYW E AT H E R S 5 
iu s—In October, 1 16 8 sent | 
Sa ees or ees Ss 68, LONG ACRE, LONDON, W.C. 
Honc urs. 


“Hew te Become a Barrister,” post free, 10d. 
JOHN GIBSON, M.A. FOR (IRON), 


[0 PARENTS.—A firm of Mechanics! | G.= 
PREMIUM PUPICH 7, The Times’ Office, B.C. | 9 


SOLICITORS, Trustees. &o.— Funds of R D L FS WRITE TO 
£560 to £60,000 Re quired for high-claes Freeho!d and 
Leasehold Securities.—Particulars will be fornished upon | (== HU 

















application tothe Beroravisy Estate Acency, 44, Slosne- | 
street, 8 W. Ground Fiovr). 
| 


ALBROOK, E.C.—To be Let, in a} 
mewly-erected Building, with use of Passenger | 


Lower Ground Floor, 7 7 rooms - - Rent £440, 
Lo ng we Floor, 8 5 -- » £8%. 





8 £550, | 
Fal perticlare can be nod of Sur Joxes, Lax ,&Co., | 
Auctionesss, &c., 3, King-street, Cheapsice, E.C., where | 
plans can be seen. | 


FFICES.—Soite of Three Offices to be | a woah Sane 
Let (second floor) in Law Land Company’s building, | “ILLUSTRATED «a=ate 
Norfolk-street, Strand ; oa &c.—Apply, by letter, S., care | rinnace CATALOGUES Free. 
of Btzeet’s, Beri--street, W ee ST 


EASEHOLD GROUND - RENTS. — 
Several Choice Parcels for Bale, at twenty-two years’ 
‘ ing over 4} per cent, (over ninety years’ 
a); f-year’s Tt will be as commission or | ot PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


Owner, Chas. Tayler & Co.'s | 3 
2 tata de tn aati | , | PHOENIX FIRE OFFIC] 


ADVANCE of £200 Wanted, at moderate | ESTABLISHED 1782. 
J mem =§ «19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, Lond 
.—Box 698, care of * Solicitors’ 5 Lowest Current Rates. 
Ghasemy-tene, WA, Z zi Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 


i! AW COSTS in all departments Drawn and Assured free of all Liability. 
q = fans, from papers or otherwise, for Deiivery or Electric Tighting Rules supplied 
; moderate terms ; experienced draftsman, hold- 
testimonials: London and Provinces.—Lzx, | 
Matton & don, 1, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Ma ear ia Sora ee and | g = CLARK'S PATENT HYGIENIC 

t, W.— Resident, \ ting Gover- | 

Protessors and. Teachers, 6 TD) 
Se alt ee a | YPHON: 

and Homes os secommended. Aro’ al a ° TOVES. 


(['SE ST. GILES CHRISTIAN MISSION, | Ss. FISHER, 188, Strand. SvPHON stoves |“°-"~=-RESUinES: 


Earnestiy SOLICITS “aNnUaL o SUBSCRIPTIONS and | FFL you8, 
DONAT 108. NO DIRT OR TROUBL' 
IT3 WORK » CONSTANTLY COMMENDED S$ UJ N SHOURANOD — CE. Gupplied to H.M. The King, 

































































by Judges and Ms 
bg Barclay & Co, fe Lomband-stvect, LAW COURTS | BRANCH: Co" ‘7 , uF Oh ark deo. Makers 
lormation btaine om S, ur 
can bo out t0 the ouneutan | 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. eacompicn, Yi Holbors Viaduct, 8.6, 
. WHEAILEY, A. W. COUSINS, District 


Manager. 
4, Amsyton-street, Regent-squate’ London, W.C. SUM INSUBED EXCELEDS £460,000,000. 




















